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vSUMMARY
This thesis contains three studies which explore the intergenerational 
transmissions of religiosity, patience and life priorities.
Several key findings have been established. Regression analyses performed on 
family-level survey data from the U.S. and Singapore revealed that intergenerational 
transmissions of religiosity, patience and life priorities are, in general, socioeconomic 
class-specific. Parents of the higher socioeconomic class transmit more of their 
religious capital, patience capital and life priorities to their children than do parents of 
the lower socioeconomic class. By considering the beliefs, attitudes and behaviors of 
both parents, the latter two studies on patience and life priorities have managed to 
clarify the mechanisms through which children's patience and life priorities are 
influenced, and further highlighted the differences between fathers and mothers in 
their abilities to influence their children. Mothers, on average, transmit more patience 
capital to their children than do fathers. Mothers' patience transmission intensity does 
not change significantly with their socioeconomic class, while fathers’ transmission is 
class-specific. As for life priorities, mothers’ transmission is class-specific, whereas 
fathers’ are not. 
Collectively, the findings of this thesis have deepened our understanding of 
how religiosity, beliefs and attitudes – which past research have shown can influence 
people's labor supply, human capital, saving behavior, and other economic decisions –
are transmitted across generations.
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Intergenerational studies in economics have focused mainly on qualities such 
as family wealth, parents’ educational level and occupational status when it considers 
parental background factors. By contrast, the transmission of beliefs, attitudes and 
values from parent to child is a fundamental yet often neglected factor. Reasons for 
disregarding this issue could be that beliefs and attitudes are difficult to quantify, or 
that these intangibles are conceived to have insignificant effects. Still, we believe a 
study on this transmission mechanism is important for at least several reasons. 
First, the socioeconomic outcome of an adult depends very much on the 
attitudes and values he or she adopts in life, and these are often developed from an 
early age, under the direct influence of his or her parents. For example, a father who 
displays a good work ethic is more likely to positively influence his son in this respect. 
Assuming the son does indeed develop the same work attitude and this carries over 
into adulthood, contributing to his economic success, then it would be useful to 
measure the effect of the father’s work attitude on his son’s outcome. Also, is this 
parental effect alike for all parent-child dyads? Or does it differ according to certain 
characteristics the parent or child possesses? Knowing more about this parental effect 
will bring us closer to fully understanding the determinants of an individual’s 
socioeconomic characteristics. 
Second, the extent of transmission of beliefs and attitudes might be an 
explanation for different levels of intergenerational social mobility experienced in 
2different countries as well as between certain subpopulations within a country. Past 
research on social mobility have briefly mentioned this in writing, but to the best of 
our knowledge, the impact of belief and attitude transmission on social class 
persistence has not been estimated empirically. Neither do we attempt to do so here, 
but by concentrating on the intergenerational transmission of beliefs and attitudes per 
se, it is hoped that the significant findings in thesis will inspire a new direction in 
future intergenerational mobility studies. Consequently, this process will abound with 
policy implications.
Third, by studying the intergenerational transmission of religious beliefs, we 
might gain new insights on the economics of religion, a field of research that is 
relatively new and underdeveloped. Our contribution will add to the existing research 
which has focused on topics such as the motives for religious participation, the 
determinants of religiosity, the influence of religion on economic decision-making and 
attitudes, the impact of religion on income and education, and at the macroeconomic 
level, the influence of religious participation on economic growth and development.  
Fourth, policy-makers will need to know how much of the present generation’s 
attitudes and values are passed to the next generation before they can make any 
decision that requires taking the next generation’s welfare into account. For example, 
a government’s decision on whether or not to license a casino industry — which 
would potentially bring benefits such as increased tourism revenue and the creation of 
more jobs — should take into account the next generation’s stand on gambling 
activities. People’s support for or opposition to these activities depend on the attitudes 
and values they hold, which is to some extent passed from their parents.  
3And finally, this research provides the opportunity to compare the differences 
between fathers and mothers in their abilities to influence their children, an area which 
has attracted relatively little attention in the mainstream economics literature. 
Hopefully this will create greater awareness of the importance of family structure and 
the impact of parental roles in economics analyses. 
1.2 Objectives
Motivated by the abovementioned reasons, this thesis aims to explore in 
separate studies the intergenerational transmission of 3 distinct qualities that fall under 
the rather wide domain of “beliefs, attitudes and values”: (1) religiosity, (2) patience, 
and (3) life priorities. 
Besides putting numerical values to the degree of intergenerational 
transmission of these qualities, the other objective is to identify factors which 
significantly affect the degree of transmission. So as to keep the scope of this research 
at a manageable level, we shall concentrate on testing for the presence of only wealth, 
income and education class-specific intergenerational transmissions.
1.3 Outline of Thesis
The previous two sections have explained the motivations and objectives of 
this thesis. Chapter 2 serves to provide a review of the existing literature on the topics 
researched in this thesis as well as other relevant background information. Chapter 3 
presents an empirical research on the intergenerational transmission of religiosity. 
Chapter 4 studies the intergenerational transmission of patience, and Chapter 5, the 
4intergenerational transmission of life priorities. Chapters 3 to 5 will each contain 
detailed descriptions of the data used, the hypotheses to be tested, the methodology 
and model specifications employed, the estimation results, and the interpretations and 
analyses of these results with special focus on class-specific intergenerational 
transmission. Lastly, Chapter 6 concludes with a summary of the key findings, a 
discussion about their implications, and suggestions for future improvements or 
extensions to this research.
5CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The literature review in this chapter is divided into four parts. The first section 
gives an overview on the economics of religion. It looks at the various ways in which 
scholars have managed to establish a connection between economics and religion, 
highlighting the different directions of research within this emerging field. Instead of 
striving to provide an exhaustive literature list, the more salient topics within the
economics of religion will be covered in some detail. Some of these topics may not be 
directly related to the intergenerational transmission mechanism, which is the focus of 
this thesis. However, they serve to emphasize pervasive and continuing importance in 
today’s world, as well as increase awareness of the potential of economic tools to be 
used for research on religion. 
The survey of the economics of religion literature requires a further section 
that focuses on studies which estimate religiosity using various explanatory variables. 
This is the purpose of Section 2, which discusses findings from past attempts to 
explain religiosity so that these can later be compared to my contribution in Chapter 3. 
Correspondingly the third section identifies the determinants of patience, 
providing some background information to Chapter 4. 
The fourth section broadly introduces empirical studies on the 
intergenerational transmission of various sets of preferences and attitudes. From here, 
we see that there has been a sustained supply of new findings in this research area in 
recent years. In some ways, this has motivated my contribution of Chapter 5.
62.1 Economics of Religion
Economics of religion is a line of scholarship that seeks to explain religious 
behavior from an economic perspective, and determine the economic consequences of 
religious behavior. It is founded on the belief that religious behavior is the outcome of 
rational choice, rather than an exception to it.
The first noteworthy economic analysis of religion is found in a chapter of 
Adam Smith’s (1776, modern version 1965) The Wealth of Nations. Smith, in this 
pioneering work, reasons that religious behaviors are driven by self-interest, and this 
makes it possible for religion to be analyzed using standard economic theory just like 
how it is done for any other good that is subject to market forces. However, his insight 
was somehow largely ignored and it took two hundred years before mainstream 
economics received its next paper on religion. 
This time, Azzi and Ehrenberg (1975) developed and tested empirically a 
household production model of church attendance and contributions; the first formal 
model of religious participation which laid the foundations for future work in this 
field. They propose that religious behavior is motivated by rational choice, and that 
religious participation is looked upon primarily as an investment in an expected stream 
of consumption benefits in an afterlife. In the new home economics context, religiosity 
is an item in the household’s objective function. Household members would allocate 
their time and goods among religious and secular commodities by maximizing lifetime 
and afterlife utility. Since then, there has been a steady increase in research activity on 
the economics of religion.1
                                                
1 By 1998, economists have written nearly 200 papers concerning issues that were previously confined 
to other social sciences (Iannaccone, 1998).
7Iannaccone (1990) further widened the boundaries of the economics of religion 
in two ways. Firstly, he modeled religious practice as a productive process akin to 
Gary Becker’s idea of household production and household commodities (Becker, 
1965). And secondly, he defined the concept of “religious human capital”. Religious 
human capital is an index of the stock of religion-specific skills and experiences 
derived from one's past religious activities. Examples of these are religious knowledge 
and social relations with fellow worshippers. 
Iannaccone argued that just as the production of household commodities was 
enhanced by the skills known as human capital, consumer's capacity to produce or 
appreciate religious commodities will depend not only upon their inputs of time and 
goods, but also upon religious human capital. Most religious human capital is received 
directly from parents and from specific religious institutions. This implies a 
fundamental interaction between religious human capital and religious participation. 
Religious participation is both a contributor to and consequence of religious human 
capital accumulation. Religious participation is the most important means of 
augmenting one's stock of religious human capital. Conversely, religious human 
capital enhances the satisfaction one receives from participation in that religion and so 
increases the likelihood and probable level of one's religious participation. This further 
implies that religiosity is a result of habit formation where religious participation 
grows over an individual’s lifetime due to religious addiction. This mechanism is 
similar to that in the rational addiction literature (Becker and Murphy, 1988) and is the 
reason why religiosity may increase with age.
8One of the more extensively researched topics in this area of study is the 
economic consequences of religion. Religion can affect economic outcomes directly 
and indirectly. Direct effects of religion have been ascertained on occupational choice 
and educational attainment. Indirect effects of religion refer to the impact on 
economically important behaviors such as health, fertility, divorce, criminal activity, 
and drug and alcohol consumption. 
Max Weber (1905), in his classical thesis The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism, was the first to associate religiosity to economic outcomes when he 
claimed that the industrial revolution was triggered by the Protestant Reformation, 
which instilled in believers positive attitudes toward worldly pursuit and facilitated the 
establishment of capitalist institutions. 
Contemporary attempts to quantify the effects of religion on economic 
attitudes are also abundant. Guiso et al. (2003), using the World Values Survey 
dataset, document that Christian faiths foster trust, but more so for Protestants than 
Catholics, and in turn, more so for Catholics than any other non-Christian religion. On 
average, religious beliefs are associated with attitudes that are conducive to free 
markets, higher per capita income and growth. In relation to that, Guiso et al. (2004, 
2007) find that trust promotes international bilateral trade in goods, financial assets, 
and direct foreign investment. 
Numerous studies have found positive influences of religion on schooling 
outcomes. Freeman (1986) produced evidence that churchgoing black youths were 
more likely to attend school and less disposed to committing crimes or use drugs. 
Regnerus (2000) finds that participation in religious activities is related to better test 
9scores and heightened educational expectations among tenth grade public school 
students. Muller and Ellison (2001) report positive effects of religious involvement on 
the students’ locus of control, educational expectations, time spent on homework, 
advanced mathematics credits earned, and the probability of obtaining a high school 
diploma. Regnerus and Elder (2003) demonstrate that when adolescents from low-
income neighborhoods attend church, their academic performances improve. This is 
probably because churches reinforce messages about working hard and staying out of 
trouble and orientate them toward a positive future. Also, the poorer the 
neighborhood, the more religious involvement helped adolescents to improve 
academic performance. These findings held true even after controlling for other 
obvious influences. Loury (2004) shows that religiosity during adolescence has a 
significant effect on total number of years of schooling attained. This finding implies 
that changes in church attendance, due to exogenous changes in attitudes or as an 
indirect effect of institutional activity, may have large spillover effects on 
socioeconomic variables. Lehrer (2004, 2005) provides results which suggest that 
youth who attend religious services frequently during childhood go on to complete 
more years of schooling than their less observant counterparts.
Increased religiosity is often being associated with lower levels of adult 
criminal behavior (e.g. Lipford et al., 1993; Evans et al., 1995; Hull and Bold, 1995). 
Some literature state that religiosity has a retarding effect on many types of deviant 
behavior among youths (e.g. Wallace and Williams, 1997; Bachman et al., 2002). 
Levin and Vanderpool (1987), Ellison (1991) and Hummer et al. (1999) document a 
consistently strong link between religiosity and health status. In addition, religiosity is 
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associated with better marital stability (e.g. Lehrer and Chiswick, 1993). Berggren 
(1997) showed that Christian religious involvement negatively influences the 
nonpayment of debts. According to Keister (2003), religion cultivates ‘preferable’
strategies of action and sets of competencies with which people use to approach life 
decisions. 
A longstanding problem when estimating the impact of religiosity on economic 
outcomes is separating the causal effects of religiosity from other factors that also 
affect outcomes but are unobserved in the data. Some of these factors are likely to be 
correlated with religiosity and may be determinants of economic outcomes through 
other channels as well. Ignoring this issue will introduce a bias to the estimate of the 
religiosity effect.
Gruber (2005) explicitly dealt with this problem by using religious market 
density as an instrumental variable for religious participation. Utilizing data from the 
General Social Survey and US Census, his investigation into the effects of religious 
participation on economic measures of well-being revealed that residing in an area 
with higher market density leads to a significantly increased level of religious 
participation, which in turn leads to better outcomes according to several key 
economic indicators: higher levels of education and income, lower levels of welfare 
receipt and disability, higher levels of marriage, and lower levels of divorce. His 
results further implied that doubling religious service attendance raises someone's 
income by almost 10%. 
Several candidate explanations were offered. One plausible idea is that 
attending religious services yields social capital, a web of relationships that fosters 
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trust. Economists think such ties can be valuable because they make business dealings 
smoother and transactions cheaper (e.g. Glaeser et al., 2000; Putnam, 2000). Another 
possibility is that the social setting in a religious institution allows its members to 
enjoy mutual emotional insurance, and maybe even financial insurance. That allows 
them to recover more quickly from setbacks, such as the loss of a job, than they would 
without such support. Lastly, religious faith itself might be the channel through which 
people become richer. The faithful may be less stressed out about life's daily travails 
and are thus better equipped for success. 
Negative influences of religion are reported much less frequently. Lipford and 
Tollison (2003) estimate simultaneous-equation regressions to analyze the effect of 
religious participation on income and the impact of income on religious participation. 
They find evidence that membership in religious bodies reduces per capita income by 
altering individual preferences, and that income deters religious participation by 
inducing a substitution between market earnings and religious activities. The research 
of Guiso et al. (2003) also led them to discover that religion does have some adverse 
influences on economically relevant attitudes. Religious people are more intolerant 
and have more conservative views of the role of women in society.
In recent times, research on the economics of religion have been moving 
towards macro-level topics such as the relationship between economic development 
and religiosity. Barro and McCleary (2003) estimated effects of religiosity on 
economic growth. The results indicated that growth responded positively to higher 
religious beliefs, notably beliefs in hell, heaven, and an afterlife, but negatively to 
higher attendance for given beliefs. Growth was not much related to the overall level 
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of religiosity — that is, if beliefs and attendance moved together in their usual manner, 
the net impact on growth was small. 
Based on data of 68 countries from 1981–2000, McCleary and Barro (2006) 
assessed that overall economic development, as measured by GDP per capita, tends to 
reduce religiosity. This is in accordance with the secularization hypothesis, a doctrine 
predicting the rapid decline and eventual extinction of religion in the modern world.2
McCleary and Barro also observed that the presence of a state religion tends to 
increase religiosity. 
2.2 Intergenerational Transmission and Other Determinants of Religiosity
In the economics of religion literature, religiosity is often broadly defined as 
activities which enhance religious beliefs, for example participation in church 
services. While there have been many studies on the determinants of religiosity, the 
results from them have been very similar , with most scholars agreeing on three main 
factors determining religiosity, namely age, education and family background.
Age
Azzi and Ehrenberg (1975) first proposed that an individual’s age-religious 
participation profile passes through two phases over the course of a life cycle. In the 
initial phase, facing a steep upward-sloping age-earnings profile, time intensity of 
religious activities tends to decrease as individuals minimize opportunity costs which 
are mainly in terms of foregone wages. Later in life however, a positive association 
between age and time devoted to religious activity develops because time devoted to 
                                                
2 This dates back at least to Weber (1905).
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religious activity is looked upon primarily as an investment in an expected stream of 
consumption benefit in an afterlife. Since the possibility of death is an increasing 
function of age, a U-shaped age-religious participation profile would be the optimal 
path which minimizes opportunity and direct investment costs associated with the 
participation in religious activities. 
This U-shaped profile is supported empirically by several papers, for example 
Neuman (1986) and Hayes and Pittelkow (1993). However, it does not fully reconcile 
with evidence from Ulbrich and Wallace (1983, 1984), Heineck (2001) and Brañas-
Garza and Neuman (2004) which show that age has only a strong positive effect on 
religiosity.
Iannaccone (1990, 1998) extended Azzi and Ehrenberg’s model with the 
inclusion of religious human capital (reviewed in the previous section). In this 
framework, current participation in religious activities is positively associated with 
past religious behavior. This provides another possible explanation for growing 
participation over time as religion now becomes ‘addictive’.
Education
According to Sacerdote and Glaeser (2001), education has two important 
effects on religious service attendance, operating at two different levels. Firstly, 
because education increases the returns from networks and other forms of social 
capital, the more educated people would participate more in various social activities, 
including religious services. Hence there is a positive social effect of education on 
participation in religious services. However, in this case, participation in services 
bears no special relation to religious beliefs. It is modeled as just one of many ways to 
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build social capital. Secondly, more educated people are disposed to having reduced 
beliefs in the supernatural effects of religion. As people select denominations that 
match their beliefs, the more educated people sort into less fervent denominations with 
low levels of religious service attendance. This explains a negative relationship 
between education and religious service attendance. 
The authors hypothesize that across individuals, the first effect dominates, 
whereas across denominations, the second effect dominates. This logic is used to 
explain a trend in the United States, where it is observed that religious service 
attendance rises sharply with education across individuals, but declines sharply with 
education across denominations. Overall, this analysis predicts no clear relation 
between education and religious beliefs.
Other studies have focused on the individual-level association between 
education and religious service attendance. Sawkins et al. (1997) found a positive 
correlation between church attendance and educational attainment when estimating 
gender-specific attendance equations based on the first wave of the British Household 
Panel Survey. Similarly, Brañas-Garza and Neuman (2004, 2006) explored the level of 
religiosity as measured by beliefs, prayer and church attendance amongst Spanish 
Catholics by estimating separate equations for males and females. They report a 
significant positive effect of schooling on the intensity of religious behavior for both 
sexes.
Barro and McCleary (2002) offer an explanation for a positive relationship 
between schooling and religiosity, claiming that both scientific work and religious 
belief require a considerable degree of abstraction. Thus, more highly educated people 
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who are more capable of abstract and scientific thought would also be more able or 
willing to use a similar thought process to support religious beliefs.
Most studies have treated education as an exogenous variable and have found a 
positive linkage between education and religiosity. By treating education as an 
endogenous variable, Sander (2002) reached the conclusion that there is no causal 
effect of education on religious activity.
In a separate study, Brown and Taylor (2007) used panel data from the British 
National Child Development Study, which provides information on church attendance 
at three stages of an individual’s life cycle, to explore the dynamic dimension to 
religious activity. Their results support a positive association between education and 
church attendance that remains after specifying a comprehensive educational 
attainment equation to control for endogeneity bias. 
Family background
It has been extensively documented that parents and other family role models 
are generally the primary agents of religious socialization (Cavalli-Sforza et al., 1973, 
1981; Hoge et al., 1982; Ozorak, 1989; Hayes and Pittelkow, 1993; Bisin and Verdier, 
2000, 2001). Hoge and Petrillo (1978) pointed out that the religious commitment 
shown by parents in their actions, such as going to church, has a stronger influence on 
children’s religious activities later in life than direct religious educational activities 
aimed at children. Hayes and Pittelkow (1993) found that among the various family 
background factors, parental religious commitment and parental discussion of 
religious beliefs in the home are the only strong predictors of their offspring's later 
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adult religious beliefs. In addition, Francis and Brown (1991) had earlier established 
that parental influence in the formation of religiosity diminishes with offspring’s age. 
A rather unexpected result is that parental socioeconomic class indicators such 
as income and education have no significant effect on the religiosity of offspring 
(Hoge et al., 1982; Francis and Brown, 1991).
In Iannaccone (1990), it is postulated that transmission of religiosity depends 
on the accumulation of religious capital during childhood through a household 
production process. This is empirically supported by Brañas-Garza and Neuman 
(2004). Using a sample of Spanish Catholic households, it was found that religiosity is 
positively related to exposure to religious activity during childhood, the early 
formative years when an individual’s stock of religious capital starts building up. 
Consequently, children exposed to personal religious examples of their parents’ 
behavior would be expected to be more religiously active when they grow up. 
Brañas-Garza and Neuman (2006) tests empirically intergenerational 
transmission of religious capital from parents to their offspring, within an economic 
framework where there is a production function of offspring’s religiosity with parental 
inputs serving as factors of production. The findings are that parental religious inputs 
significantly affect individuals' religiosity and the route of intergenerational 
transmission is from mother to daughter and from father to son. Women are not 
affected by paternal religiosity and men are not affected by maternal religiosity. 
Current religiosity is more affected by parental than by own mass attendance during 
childhood. There are no interactions between the effects of the two parents.
17
The ability of parents to convey their religious beliefs and practices also 
depends on father-mother religious agreement. Homogamous families in which 
parents share the same religion enjoy a more efficient socialization technology than 
families composed of parents with mixed religions. Furthermore, children of mixed 
religious marriages are less inclined to conform to any parental religious ideology and 
have weaker religious commitments than those of same-religion marriages (Hoge and 
Petrillo, 1978; Hoge et al., 1982; Ozorak, 1989).
The difference between mothers’ and fathers’ influence on their children’s 
religiosity have been keenly scrutinized. Whereas mothers are more influential than 
fathers with regards to promoting religious orientation to their children, fathers are 
more influential in relation to specific behaviors and activities, such as church 
attendance (Acock and Bengtson, 1978). Other research report either no parental 
difference (Hunsberger and Brown, 1984) or the primacy of fathers (Clark et al., 
1988).
There has been little attempt to investigate social or economic class-specific 
intergenerational transmission of religiosity. Wilson and Sherkat (1994) briefly 
explained that the religious affiliation and beliefs of offspring from highly educated 
parents may actually resemble their parents’ less than that of offspring from 
households with low education because well-educated parents may encourage their 
offspring to be independent and may view conformity as less important than 
individual development.
According to some researchers, the quality of family relationships matter, with 
warm parent-child relationships being conducive for the transmission of religious 
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beliefs, affiliation, and activities (Hoge et al., 1982; Bao et al., 1999). Inose (2005) 
discovered that the quality of family relationships has a significant effect on women 
but not on men.
Interestingly, according to Acock and Bengston (1978), children's perceptions 
of their families are often more important than the actual state of affairs.
Brañas-Garza and Neuman (2004) also discovered that family structure 
matters. Male religious activity is positively affected by marriage to a Catholic wife 
and number of children at home. This is the result of a process of direct investment in 
the partner or children, such as through formal or informal religious teachings, or 
indirect in the form of encouragement and making time available for religious 
practice. Similar inferences were made in Chaves (1991) and Wilson and Sherkat 
(1994).
Bisin and Verdier (2000) showed that parental socialization rates depend on 
their religious group's share of the population. Parents in minority groups spend more 
resources to indoctrinate their offspring.
Taking the intensity of religious beliefs and attendance at services to be 
endogenous variables, Cameron (1999) found that parental religious beliefs and 
persistence of beliefs held at adolescence had significant effects on religious capital.
Finally, in stark contrast to the rest of the literature, Hayes and Pittelkow 
(1993) find little evidence of family background variables on religiosity transmission. 
And Hoge et al. (1993) conclude that Presbyterian parents' church involvement does 
not determine the religious beliefs or church attendance of adult offspring. In fact, 
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mothers' religiosity was negatively associated with the church involvement of their 
offspring. 
2.3 Determinants of Patience
In the economics literature, there are a few alternative terms which have the 
equivalent meaning as “patience”. In general, a low “rate of time preference” or 
“discount rate” refers to a high level of patience. People with a low rate of time 
preference or discount rate place a relatively low premium on present enjoyment, over 
future enjoyment. In the psychology literature, an alternative word used to refer to 
“patience” is “impulsivity”. People with high levels of impulsivity will have a strong 
inclination to act on sudden wishes or urges. The main difference between these two 
types of patience is the time horizon associated with each of them. The former type of 
patience is associated with a relatively longer time horizon than the latter. My 
empirical work in Chapter 4 studies the transmission of both types of patience. Where 
the context is clear, these terms will be used interchangeably throughout this thesis.
Otherwise, the more specific terms will be used. 
Becker and Mulligan’s (1997) theory of endogenous time preference is widely 
regarded as the first seminal work on the determinants of patience. They hypothesized 
that engaging in certain activities will enhance the ability to appreciate clear, mental 
pictures of future pleasures and this tends to reduce discount rates. For example, 
attending religious services will reinforce one’s belief in an afterlife. Likewise, 
schooling focuses attention on the future by communicating the message of 
importance in being well-equipped to comfortably take on the challenges faced in 
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adult life. Other examples of such activities are access to print media and spending 
time with older persons, in particular parents. 
People endogenously alter their rates of time preference by investing time and 
effort in these activities — accumulating what is termed in the paper as “future-
oriented capital” — as their future life prospects and mental capacities develop. Based 
on this hypothesis, Becker and Mulligan formed a few predictions on the determinants 
of time preference. Firstly, wealth leads to patience formation, even after taking into 
account the possibility of a reverse causal relationship. This is because richer people 
can afford to invest more in future-oriented activities and are less likely to be 
constrained by credit. Secondly, good health increases life expectancy which increases 
the expected return on future-oriented activities, and this should decrease discount 
rates. For similar reasons, expecting an afterlife should cause a decrease in discount 
rates, except in the unfortunate case that one expects to go to hell. And thirdly, age 
should have a U-shaped relationship with discount rates. At young ages, children’s
incentive to invest in future-oriented activities is very high as many years of life 
remain for them. By investing in future-oriented activities, discount rates decrease. 
This continues for some years up to some minimum point of discount rates, beyond 
which the probability of death would have reached sufficiently high levels, such that 
current consumption begins to be regarded as a more important activity than acquiring 
the ability to imagine future consumption. Thereafter discount rates should increase 
gradually with age.
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Rogers (1994), based on a model of the evolution of discount rates, generated 
an opposite prediction on the age effect; individual discount rates were found to 
increase through young adulthood and then decline sharply through middle age.
Using data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, Bishai (2001, 
2004) found that people become more patient with ageing and schooling.
Lawrance (1991) used the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) data to 
study the intertemporal preferences of rich and poor households in the United States. 
Subjective rates of time preference, identified from estimation of consumption Euler 
equations, are significantly higher for poor households than for rich households, after 
controlling for education, family composition and race. 
Knowles and Postlewaite (2005) used PSID wealth data and found that the 
parents’ answers to attitude questions that reflect patience are significantly correlated 
with their savings as well as their children's, after controlling for a variety of 
individual characteristics. They consider this result as indicative of there being an 
intergenerational transmission of patience. This had also been suggested in Charles 
and Hurst (2003) in a study on the intergenerational correlation of wealth.
Bettinger and Slonim (2007) used experimental economic methods to uncover 
the determinants of intertemporal choices of 5- to 16-year-old children and discovered 
that boys are less patient than girls and older children are more patient. However, 
unlike most of the psychology literature (e.g. Flynn, 1985), this study did not find a 
significant relationship between educational outcomes and patience, or between 
parent's patience and children's patience.
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Doepke and Zilibotti (2007) proposed an economic theory of class-specific 
intergenerational transmission of “patience capital”. Middle-class families in 
occupations that require effort, skill, and experience develop patience and work ethics, 
whereas upper-class families relying on rental income seek gratification in leisure 
activities. Parents, with altruistic intent, shape their children's attitudes according to 
the social class they belong to. This may be achieved by preaching the virtues of 
austerity and thriftiness. Inculcating religious ideas is another possible avenue to 
conveying the patience message. A good example of such religious ideas was the 
“Protestant ethics” of Max Weber, which stressed the value of frugality and industry, 
and thus can be regarded as a vehicle for the accumulation of patience capital. 
This class-specific transmission of attitudes can be used to explain the 
transformation in the social landscape during the British Industrial Revolution 
whereby the landed elite was replaced by the hardworking industrial capitalists rising 
from the middle classes as the economically dominant group.
Kirby et al. (2002) examined the determinants of discount rate by using 
information from Amerindians in a horticultural and foraging society of the Bolivian 
rain forest. In doing so, they were able to observe discounting in a culture less 
influenced by Western society norms and modern market structures. They found that 
discount rates increased with age, decreased with human capital variables such as 
education, and tended to decrease as recent income rose. Rates were not associated 
with wealth or nutritional status. They conclude that the divergent results observed in 
the literature on the various determinants of discount rates may be attributed to 
cultural differences. 
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2.4 Intergenerational Transmission of Preferences or Attitudes
This section covers the intergenerational transmission of other attitudes and 
preferences that have been studied to a lesser extent, and have not been addressed in 
the previous sections. It starts off by providing a rather detailed exposition of Bisin 
and Verdier’s works on socialization of children, which are among the most influential 
works on this topic. 
Bisin and Verdier (1998, 2000, 2001) model the transmission of cultural traits 
and preferences as occurring through social learning. Children are born without well-
defined preferences and cultural traits. They acquire these through observation, 
imitation and learning from cultural role models with which they are matched. In 
particular children are first matched with their parents, and then with the social and 
cultural environment at large, for example teachers.3
A crucial assumption of the model is that parents are altruistic and want to 
maximize their child’s well-being. Nevertheless, given that parents do not know what 
is best for their child, they evaluate their child’s well-being through the filter of their 
own preferences. Bisin and Verdier (1998) called this kind of myopia “imperfect 
empathy”. Parents purposefully socialize their offspring’s to particular preferences or 
cultural traits by actively or passively instilling children with attitudes, beliefs and 
preferences similar to their own, thereby leading to similar behaviors across 
generations.
Mulligan (1997) provides some significant estimates of the intergenerational 
transmission of “work ethic” from the PSID data. He discovered a strong relationship 
                                                
3 The former process is known as “vertical transmission”, and the latter is known as “oblique 
transmission”.
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between the unemployment, welfare participation and work hours of parents and, 20 
years later, their grown-up children.
Fernandez et al. (2004) shows empirically that the wives of men whose 
mothers worked are themselves significantly more inclined to work, even after 
controlling for many other background characteristics. To explain this phenomenon, 
Fernandez argues that growing up with a working mother tends to either influence a 
man to have a positive view of working women, and therefore a preference for a 
working wife, or make him a better partner for a working woman. 
Escriche et al. (2004) explains that the socialization efforts of parents to shape 
preferences relating to the attitude of women towards work and family is part of the 
reason for the existence of gender discrimination in the labor market. On a similar 
note, Saez-Marti and Zenou (2005) illustrates a possible reason for the discrimination 
against minority groups in the labor market. 
Dohmen et al. (2006) showed that there is a strong and significant correlation 
between the responses of parents and their children on two crucial elements of 
economic decision-making: willingness to take risks and willingness to trust other 
people. Exploring heterogeneity in the strength of transmission, they found that gender 
of the child does not matter, but that children with fewer siblings, and firstborn 
children, are more strongly influenced by parents in terms of risk and trust attitudes. 
Judging from the separate questions that were asked about willingness to take risks in 
different contexts, it seems that the intergenerational transmission of risk attitudes is 
strongly context-specific. That is, for every context, the best predictor of a child’s risk 
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attitude is parents’ attitudes in that same context, rather than in other contexts. Similar 
evidence of specificity is found for the transmission of trust attitudes. 
Collado et al. (2006) obtains the result that there exists a positive and 
significant correlation between parents’ consumption preferences and those of their 
offspring. Similar inferences are found in Waldkirch et al. (2004). 
Sorensen (2007) estimated that in Denmark, children of the self-employed are 
twice as likely as other children to enter into self-employment themselves. Yet, there 
is little evidence to suggest that children of the self-employed enter self-employment 
because they have privileged access to their parent’s financial or social capital, or 
because they inherited superior entrepreneurial abilities from their parents. Instead, the 
results suggest that parental role modeling is an important source of the transmission 
of preference for self-employment. 
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CHAPTER 3
THE INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF RELIGIOSITY
From Sections 2.1 and 2.2, it is evident that besides social forces, economic 
conditions also have an important part to play in influencing the religiosity of 
individuals. Based on a consolidation of the findings from the literature, it seems clear 
that scholars in this field are, in general, in agreement on the set of likely factors that 
explain religiosity. 
While we do not dispute the overall significance of these factors, we delve 
deeper into our current level of understanding to explore the possibility of a further 
effect existing, one which is due to an interaction between a social agent and a 
socioeconomic class variable. More specifically, we study if there is a variation in the 
effect of parent’s religious participation on their offspring’s religious participation as 
parental income changes. 
To the best of my knowledge, the research most similar to ours are Hoge 
(1982) and Brañas-Garza and Neuman (2006). Even though these two papers did 
explore the parental transmission mechanism, the moderating variables which they 
examined — Hoge (1982) found that the degree of parental agreement about religion 
and quality of parent-child relationships can significantly affect transmission, and 
Brañas-Garza and Neuman (2006) found that there are gender role differences in 
parental transmission — were not income or other socioeconomic class variables. 
Moreover in Hoge (1982), the transmission of religiosity that the authors 
studied was from parents to their teenage children. I instead examine the parental 
transmission to adult offspring because this will better reflect the degree of persistence 
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in religiosity over a generation. Also, in Brañas-Garza and Neuman (2006), parents’ 
religious participation is measured based on retrospective recall, which because of 
memory lapses is less accurate than responses on current behavior. This problem is 
avoided in my study because the chosen dataset for analysis, Panel Study of Income 
Dynamics (PSID), has a longitudinal structure which makes it possible to trace 
parents’ religious participation as recorded during their children’s formative years. 
The analysis of income class-specific intergenerational transmission of 
religiosity and the use of the PSID dataset for this purpose are my novel contributions 
in this chapter.
3.1 Data Description
The Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) is a longitudinal study of a 
representative sample of U.S. individuals and the family units in which they reside.4
Conducted by the University of Michigan, the central focus of the data is economic 
and demographic, with substantial detail on income sources and amounts, 
employment, consumption, family composition and individual characteristics. Other 
important topics covered are housing expenditures, housework time, religion, health, 
wealth, pensions and savings. 
The PSID's sample size has grown from an initial 4,800 families in 1968 to 
more than 7,000 families and over 65,000 individuals in 2001. To date, some families 
have been followed for as many as 36 consecutive years. Adults have been tracked and
interviewed through the years, and children have been followed as they advance 
through childhood and into adulthood, forming family units of their own.  
                                                
4 A more comprehensive documentation of the PSID can be found in Hill (1992).
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Information gathered in the survey applies to the circumstances of the family 
unit as a whole, such as the type of housing, or to characteristics of particular persons 
in the family unit, such as age. While some information is collected about all 
individuals in the family unit, the greatest level of detail is ascertained for the primary 
adults heading the family unit.
From 1968 to 1996, the PSID interviewed and re-interviewed individuals from 
families in the core sample every year, whether or not they were living in the same 
dwelling or with the same people.  
In 1997, two key changes to the study took place. First, data from that year 
onwards have been collected biennially. Second, in order to accommodate the study's 
5-year funding cycle and to keep the study representative of the U.S. population, the 
PSID core sample was reduced and a refresher sample of post-1968 immigrant 
families and their adult children was introduced.
Using a stratified multistage selection method, the PSID has been found to 
have remained representative during any period of time of this study (Fitzgerald, 
Gottschalk and Moffitt 1998).
Having U.S. residents as the population to research on religiosity issues is 
appropriate and also methodologically convenient. It is appropriate because religion 
plays an important role in the lives of many Americans. Over two-thirds of Americans 
belong to a religious organization, and this has risen substantially over time. 95% of 
Americans profess belief in “the existence of God or a universal spirit”. Giving to 
religious causes accounts for more than two-thirds of all reported individual charitable 
contributions (Iannaccone, 1998). Furthermore, it is methodologically convenient 
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since most Americans are adherents of Christianity, forming a homogeneous sample 
where norms with regards to frequency of religious service attendance are generally 
the same for everyone.
3.1.1 The Main Variables
The interactions between the main variables in this study are explained by 
multiple regression analyses. In my regression model, religiosity will be measured by 
the frequency of religious service attendance in a year. Religious service attendance of 
the adult child is the dependent variable, and religious service attendance of the parent 
will be one of the main explanatory variables. Because the PSID maintains an updated 
record of family links that exist among members in the sample, we can compare how 
participation varies across related family members. For our purpose here, we 
investigate the correlation between parents and their children’s participation. 
The kind of information collected on religion varies widely across the years the 
PSID has operated. The PSID collected data on the frequency that the head of 
household attended religious services in each of the years from 1968–1972, and in 
2003.5 From 1970–1976 and from 1981–2003 the PSID collected data on the religious 
preference of the head of each household in the sample.  
For the survey question on religiosity in 1968 and 1969, respondents were 
asked “How often do you go to church?” From 1970 to 1972, survey respondents were 
asked “How often do you go to religious services?” The four available choices of 
response were: “once a week (or more),” “once a month,” “less than once a month,” or 
“never”. For 2003, survey respondents were asked “How often do you go to religious 
                                                
5 I note that 2005’s data on frequency of religious service attendance is only recently available, after I 
have completed the analysis stage of this study.
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services?” The responses were on a nominal scale of 1 to 96 times, and right-censored 
at 97 times. 
For the purpose of this study, parent variables can only be chosen from the 
years which the question on frequency of religious service attendance was asked. 
These are from 1968 to 1972. Ideally, for each observation, we should be taking the 
average frequency of attendance from these years to get a more stable measure of 
attendance. However, in these years, frequencies of religious service attendance are 
recorded as categorical variables, and so the average cannot be derived. It was found 
that taking parent variables from any one single year would not make a difference to 
the result. The year 1972 was chosen because it retains the largest sample size. 
Offspring variables will then have to be from year 2003 because that is the only year 
which has data on religiosity after 1972. 
As the data on frequency of religious service attendance is collected only from 
the head of households, only one parent per household is selected for this study, that 
is, the one who is the head of the household. Strictly speaking, the transmission of 
religiosity that is being studied is from head of household to offspring. To retain a 
sufficiently large sample for statistical inference, single-parent households are kept in 
the final sample chosen for analysis. About 90% of the sample have fathers as head of 
the households.
The next data issue that requires consideration is the coverage of religions for 
which intergenerational transmission of religiosity is to be studied. Including parent-
offspring pairs with different religions or where one of them is irreligious would create 
potential complications in our analysis and interpretation of the results. The degree of 
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transmission from parent to offspring could be affected by whether the offspring has 
the same religion as the parent because of differences in the norms of religious 
conduct for different religions. And even if all offspring adhere to the same religious 
beliefs as their parents, in a sample that is heterogeneous in religion, the amount of 
transmission could still differ by religion. Although it is possible to include dummy 
variables to control for these effects, doing so in nonlinear estimation models —
which we will be using — is analytically tedious.
Table 3.1 shows the distribution of parents’ and offspring’s religion taken from 
the 1972 and 2003 datasets respectively. A large majority, making up almost 80% of 
all observations, have parent and offspring who are Christians. By keeping only these 
observations for our analysis, the complications due to religion heterogeneity in the 
sample can be easily avoided. Due to the way religions are classified, and because of 
small sample size issues, it will be difficult to study the intergenerational transmission 
of any other religion using the PSID dataset. Therefore, any parent or offspring who is 
a non-Christian is dropped from the sample, leaving a sample size of 2,323. Deletion 
of observations because of missing values in other variables would further reduce the 
sample size to 1,724.
Table 3.1 Religion distribution of parents and their offspring








2,323 3 365 2,691
86.32 0.11 13.56 100.00
94.09 4.35 84.10 90.55
Jew 9 66 11 86
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10.47 76.74 12.79 100.00
0.36 95.65 2.53 2.89
No religion; Other 
Non-Christian; 
NA/DK
137 0 58 195
70.26 0.00 29.74 100.00
5.55 0.00 13.36 6.56
Total
2,469 69 434 2,972
83.08 2.32 14.60 100.00
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Note: For each parent-offspring cross-classification of religions in the table, the figures 
on the first, second and third rows are the number of observations, the row percentage 
and the column percentage, respectively.
The type of regression to be employed very much depends on the nature of the 
dependent variable in the model. In this case, the dependent variable, frequency of 
offspring’s religious service attendance in a year, is a count variable. The histogram
plot of its distribution in Figure 3.2 reveals that it is strongly right-skewed, consisting 
of a few discrete values, and that most of the observations have attendance frequencies 
of 0 to 2.
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Unlike the frequency of offspring’s attendance variable, the frequency of 
parents’ attendance is a categorical variable. Its original form in the dataset has 4 
ordered levels. For ease of interpretation and analysis, it is dichotomized to separate 
individuals with low attendance from individuals with high attendance. 
Table 3.3 shows the distribution of this variable before any transformation. 
Compared against Figure 3.2, it is clear that the level of religious service attendance 
has declined sharply over the past thirty years.
Table 3.3 Distribution of parents’ religious service attendance variable
Number of times parent attends 
religious services 
Frequency Percent Cumulative
Never 225 13.05 13.05
Less than once a month 318 18.45 31.50
Once a month, up to 3 times per 
month
306 17.75 49.25
Once a week or more 875 50.75 100.00
Total 1,724 100.00
Tables 3.4a–c show the 3 possible dichotomizations of the original parents’ 
attendance variable. These transformed parents’ attendance variables are named d1, d2 
and d3. In order to check the robustness of the regression results and to gain further 
insights into the intergenerational transmission of religiosity mechanism, each 
regression in the analysis will be run 3 times using one of these 3 variables at a time.
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Table 3.4a 1st dichotomization of the original parent’s attendance variable
d1 Dummy variable value label Frequency Percent
0 Never 225 13.05
1 At least once 1,499 86.95
Total 1,724 100.00
Table 3.4b 2nd dichotomization of the original parent’s attendance variable
d2 Dummy variable value label Frequency Percent
0 Less than once a month 543 31.50
1 At least once a month 1,181 68.50
Total 1,724 100.00
Table 3.4c 3rd dichotomization of the original parent’s attendance variable
d3 Dummy variable value label Frequency Percent
0 Up to 3 times per month 849 49.25
1 More than 3 times per month 875 50.75
Total 1,724 100.00
Besides the parent’s religiosity variable, the other main explanatory variable is 
parent’s income. Figure 3.5 shows the histogram plot of parent’s income in its original 
form. The mean income is $12,500 with a standard deviation of $7,700. As will be 
explained in the next section, this variable will undergo some transformations to 
reflect perceived income classes.
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3.1.2 Other Covariates
Guided by past literature on the determinants of religiosity, the following 
covariates summarized in Table 3.6 will be included as control variables in the 
regression models.6
Of particular interest from this table are the mean ages of parents (in 1972) and 
offspring in (2003). These figures suggest a few things. Firstly, we are analyzing the 
degree of correlation between parent’s and offspring’s religiosity at the same stage in 
their lives. Secondly, parents’ levels of religiosity were on average observed when the 
parents were in their 40s, which is the period in life when an individual’s 
socioeconomic status is most developed and stable. And thirdly, the offspring were on 
average 11 years old when their parents’ levels of religiosity were observed. This is an 
                                                
6 Literature on the determinants of religiosity are reviewed in Section 2.2.
36
age when children are most impressionable, and also when they start to gain a sense of 
autonomy in their lives. 
Since income, occupation and education variables are quite highly correlated, 
education is excluded as one of the covariates to reduce the number of collinear 
variables in the regression models. Results are not sensitive to its inclusion.7
Table 3.6 Summary statistics of other covariates to be used
























O_MARRIED Offspring’s marital status.




O_GDHEALTH Offspring’s health status.
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
good health, 0 not so good 
health.
— 90.31 (9.69)
O_URBAN Degree of urbanization in 
offspring’s county of residence.
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
offspring lives in high population 
density, metropolitan area, 0 not 




O_SOUTH Offspring’s geographical region 
in the United States.




                                                




Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
offspring is unemployed, 0 
otherwise.
— 6.50 (93.50)
O_RISKTOL Offspring’s degree of risk 


















P_URBAN Degree of urbanization in 
parent’s county of residence.
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
parent lived in high population 
density, metropolitan area, 0 not 




P_SOUTH Parent’s geographical region in 
the United States.





Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




Note: Each variable can be classified as a continuous or a dummy variable. For continuous variables,
the mean, standard deviation (in parentheses), minimum and maximum values are reported. For dummy 
variables, the percentage of “1”s, and percentage of “0”s (in parentheses) are reported.
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3.2 Hypotheses and Methodology
3.2.1 Hypotheses
The main purpose of this study is to investigate the existence of significant 
interaction effects in the intergenerational transmission of religiosity, that is, if the 
transmission of religiosity from parent to offspring is significantly different when 
parents are of different income classes.
In general, the regression equation will contain a linear link function that 
explains frequency of offspring’s attendance as follows:
Frequency of offspring’s attendance = f(b1*R + b2*I + b3*R*I + b*[other covariates])
where R is frequency of parent’s attendance of religious services and I is 
parent’s income. R*I is then the interaction term of the R and I variables.8
In a linear regression, b3 shows the relative effectiveness of intergenerational 
transmission as income increases. 
The overall intergenerational transmission effect (i.e. the marginal effect of R) 
is expected to be positive because the more the parent attends religious services, the 
more likely it is that the offspring is being brought up in an environment which 
teaches the importance of religious beliefs, which in turn means that this offspring is 
more inclined to attend religious services when he becomes an adult.
Hypothetically, negative values of b3 can arise for a few reasons. When higher 
income parents stress the importance of wealth they are indirectly interfering with the 
                                                
8 By including an interaction of offspring’s income with R in the above model, I found that the 
transmission of religiosity is not significantly different for offspring with different levels of income. 
This interaction term will therefore not be included in any of the regression models.
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transmission of religiosity. Also, children might realize that their parents attend 
religious services only because it is an avenue for socialization among the rich.
On the other hand, positive values of b3 can arise because children find that the 
teaching and role model effect of parents are more credible if they are of higher 
socioeconomic class. In this study, we consider the income class of parents.
3.2.2 Methodology
The testing of the above hypotheses will be carried out in a logical and 
systematic manner. We start off by showing a simple correlation between the 
frequencies of parents’ and their offspring’s religious service attendance. This is then 
followed up by a selection of the most appropriate type of regression to be employed. 
Lastly, we run regression models with various specifications and perform statistical 
inferences on their marginal and interaction effects. 
To show a simple correlation between the frequencies of parents’ and their 
offspring’s religious service attendance, the nominal values in the offspring’s 
attendance variable are first collapsed to three ordered categories that are comparable 
to those defined in the parent’s attendance variable. Table 3.7 shows the distribution of 
offspring’s attendance by parent’s attendance. It is clear that there is a fairly strong 
correlation between these two variables. Pearson’s chi-square test for categorical data 
confirms this. χ2 = 47.85, p<.05. Obviously, parent’s religiosity has an effect on 
offspring’s religiosity. The extent of this transmission is the main focus of this study. 
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Frequency of Offspring’s Religious Services Attendance
Low Average High Total
Low
77 63 85 225
34.22 28.00 37.78 100.00
20.92 10.82 10.98 13.05
Average
150 179 295 624
24.04 28.69 47.28 100.00
40.76 30.76 38.11 36.19
High
141 340 394 875
16.11 38.86 45.03 100.00
38.32 58.42 50.90 50.75
Total
368 582 774 1,724
21.35 33.76 44.90 100.00
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Note: For each parent-offspring cross-classification in the table, the figures on the first, second and 
third rows are the number of observations, the row percentage and the column percentage, 
respectively.
From the distribution of offspring’s attendance in Figure 3.2, which shows that 
this dependent variable has many zeros and ones and has only few other discrete 
values, it appears that count data regression models are most suited for estimating the 
parameters of interest in this study.9
There are a few competing count data regression models, namely Poisson 
regression, negative binomial regression, and their zero-inflated variants. To choose 
between Poisson and negative binomial, full regressions are run for each model, which 
will include the interaction terms and control variables. The predicted counts are found 
                                                
9 The residuals from an OLS regression of offspring’s attendance are found to be non-normal, both in 
normality plots as well as normality tests. However, this is not the reason for rejecting OLS, since 
asymptotically, OLS estimates would approximate to the normal distribution and keep properties of 
consistency and minimum variance.
When OLS models are estimated, the interaction effect, as well as other marginal effects, is found to be 
much less significant. The interaction effect is only significant at the 10% level when parent’s 
religiosity is defined by d1.
41
and plotted together with the actual observed counts from the data. This is shown in 
Figure 3.8. Quite obviously, the negative binomial regression performs better than the 
Poisson regression in fitting the actual data.10 More formally, a test on the 
overdispersion parameter, alpha, in the negative binomial regression would indicate 
that there is overdispersion or unobserved heterogeneity in offspring’s attendance data 
(i.e. its conditional variance > conditional mean) and so the negative binomial 
regression is more appropriate. 
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Zero-inflated count models are a class of mixture models that cater to count 
data where some of the zeros occur under a process that is separate from the 
occurrence of other count values. In our case, zero-inflated count models would not 
                                                
10 d1 version of parent’s attendance was used throughout. The same result was found when d2 or d3 are 
used.
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appear appropriate because there is no reason to believe that Christians with zero 
attendance should be modeled any differently from Christians with positive 
attendance.11 Moreover, fitting such a model led to maximum likelihood estimation 
convergence problems as well as widely fluctuating t-statistics that depended heavily 
on whether robust estimates for the standard errors are used. These are indications of 
model misspecification.
Therefore henceforth, negative binomial regressions are used for this study. 
Before running the regressions, one final issue that requires attention is the form that 
the parental income variable should take. Referring back to our hypotheses, we expect 
that differences in transmission of religiosity from parent to offspring could arise 
because of differences in parent’s socioeconomic class, measured by income class. 
Hence, it is the relative position of the parent in the income distribution that matters, 
and not his absolute income level. Therefore, we use percentile income instead of 
absolute income in our regressions.
3.3 Various Model Specifications and Empirical Results
The regression models are built up by starting with simpler specifications and 
progressively adding or replacing covariates to get a more complete understanding of 
the determinants of religiosity. 
                                                
11 Zero-inflated count models might have been preferred if irreligious offspring were included in the 
sample. These people have been excluded from our sample for reasons stated in Section 3.1.
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Equations 1 to 4 are first estimated.12 Table 3.9 shows the marginal effect of 
each covariate. The parent’s income variable is named P_INCOME_CTS. This is a 
continuous variable on the percentile scale.
Regression model specification for Equations 1 to 4
 Equation 1: Only offspring variables included, without parent variables
 Equation 2: Includes parent variables, but no interaction term. d1 version of 
parent attendance
 Equation 3: Includes parent variables, but no interaction term. d2 version of 
parent attendance
 Equation 4: Includes parent variables, but no interaction term. d3 version of 
parent attendance
Table 3.9 Marginal effects of Regression Equations 1–4
Variable            (1)           (2)           (3)          (4)
O_AGE 0.021 0.005 0.002 0.007
[0.038] [0.053] [0.054] [0.054]
O_NONWHITE 0.144 –0.379 –0.268 –0.173
[0.671] [0.649] [0.649] [0.662]
O_MARRIED 0.111 0.019 0.216 0.145
[0.495] [0.491] [0.483] [0.492]
O_GDHEALTH 1.382** 1.332** 1.364** 1.363**
[0.563] [0.553] [0.539] [0.553]
O_URBAN 0.254 0.110 –0.004 0.064
[0.556] [0.515] [0.523] [0.516]
O_SOUTH 0.799 –0.032 –0.098 –0.156
                                                
12 All statistical analyses in this thesis are carried out with Stata Version 9.
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[0.596] [0.961] [0.927] [0.918]
O_OCC_MANUAL 0.286 0.234 0.259 0.248
[0.520] [0.513] [0.506] [0.511]
O_OCC_UNEMP 0.524 0.530 0.529 0.428
[1.082] [1.103] [1.081] [1.044]
O_RISKTOL –3.506** –3.388** –3.369** –3.340**
[1.563] [1.522] [1.522] [1.526]
O_INCOME –2.02E–06 –9.63E–07 –8.87E–07 –1.04E–06
[5.18E–06] [5.07E–06] [5.22E–06] [5.20E–06]
P_AGE 0.016 0.018 0.017
[0.035] [0.035] [0.035]
P_URBAN 0.474 0.683 0.494
[0.537] [0.525] [0.538]
P_SOUTH 1.035 1.089 1.225
[1.017] [0.996] [0.994]
P_OCC_MANUAL –0.301 –0.252 –0.209
[0.663] [0.651] [0.658]
P_OCC_UNEMP –0.136 –0.024 0.120
[0.970] [0.969] [1.002]
P_INCOME_CTS –0.018* –0.018 –0.016
[0.011] [0.011] [0.011]
d1, d2, d3 1.715*** 1.308*** 0.992*
[0.534] [0.477] [0.522]
Likelihood ratio 
test of alpha=0: 
χ2(1) 14399.98*** 14168.15*** 14182.73*** 14225.53***
N 1,724 1,724      1,724 1,724
Note:
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors. 
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From the four regressions, we see that except for parent’s attendance, other 
parent background variables do not affect offspring’s religiosity. 
Parent’s attendance has a positive, significant effect on offspring’s attendance. 
This effect diminishes, but remains significant, as we move from d1 version of 
attendance to d3. For example, the effect of a parent attending at least one day of 
religious services as compared to zero days has a bigger effect than the parent 
attending 53 days of religious services as compared to 52 days. This diminishing 
effect is a common economics phenomenon that is due to having fixed resources. 
Among the control variables, we see that if the offspring is of good health, he 
will attend more religious services. This is probably because he would not be 
prevented by any adverse physical condition from attending religious services. Also, if 
the offspring is more risk tolerant, he will attend less of religious services, probably 
because he is more willing to risk the consequences of not attending services, which 
is, that there exists an afterlife.
Next, Equations 5 to 7 are estimated. These would include the interaction 
terms. The marginal effect of each covariate, as well as the interaction effect between 
parent’s attendance and parent’s relative income are derived from the regression 
output and presented in Table 3.10.
Regression model specification for Equations 5 to 7
 Equation 5: Includes parent variables, includes interaction term. d1 version of 
parent attendance
 Equation 6: Includes parent variables, includes interaction term. d2 version of 
parent attendance
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 Equation 7: Includes parent variables, includes interaction term. d3 version of 
parent attendance
Table 3.10 Marginal and interaction effects of Regression Equations 5–7
Variable               (5)                (6)               (7)
d1, d2, d3 2.093*** 1.392*** 0.990*
[0.472] [0.483] [0.519]
P_INCOME_CTS –0.019* –0.018* –0.015
[0.011] [0.011] [0.011]
d1, d2, d3 X 
P_INCOME_CTS 0.036** 0.024 0.020
[0.017] [0.016] [0.017]
P_AGE 0.014 0.027 0.022
[0.034] [0.035] [0.035]
P_URBAN 0.520 0.779 0.565
[0.527] [0.519] [0.546]
P_SOUTH 0.998 1.165 1.302
[0.980] [0.969] [0.988]
P_OCC_MANUAL –0.311 –0.143 –0.053
[0.652] [0.643] [0.651]
P_OCC_UNEMP –0.027 0.052 0.253
[0.981] [0.981] [1.027]
O_AGE 0.004 –0.008 0.006
[0.052] [0.054] [0.055]
O_NONWHITE –0.326 –0.247 –0.222
[0.643] [0.646] [0.661]
O_MARRIED 0.034 0.269 0.168
[0.476] [0.474] [0.487]
O_GDHEALTH 1.250** 1.343** 1.400***
[0.555] [0.535] [0.530]
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O_URBAN 0.140 0.006 0.082
[0.512] [0.525] [0.519]
O_SOUTH 0.028 –0.116 –0.204
[0.927] [0.899] [0.909]
O_OCC_MANUAL 0.259 0.303 0.247
[0.500] [0.502] [0.511]
O_OCC_UNEMP 0.611 0.467 0.406
[1.129] [1.043] [1.034]
O_RISKTOL –3.334** –3.398** –3.371**
[1.494] [1.507] [1.517]
O_INCOME –1.69E–06 –6.32E–07 –8.20E–07
[4.97E–06] [4.86E–06] [5.13E–06]
Likelihood ratio test of 
alpha=0: χ2(1) 14072.62*** 14135.33*** 14194.66***
N 1,724 1,724 1,724
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors. 
3) The interaction effect is found from the variable d1, d2, d3 X P_INCOME_CTS in the table.
With interaction terms included, we find that the overall intergenerational 
transmission remains positive and significant. The income effect is negatively 
significant at the 10% level when parent’s attendance is taken to be d1 or d2.
The interaction effect, which is to be interpreted as the income class-specific 
intergenerational transmission effect, is found in two steps. First, using the expected 
count equation as estimated by the negative binomial regression, the difference in 
expected count is derived for a one level change in parent’s attendance. Then, the 
interaction effect is found by differentiating the difference in expected count with 
respect to parent’s income, and computed at the mean level of parent’s income. 
48
When parent’s attendance is d1, there is positive and significant income class-
specific intergenerational transmission. This effect diminishes as we move to d2 and 
then d3. Parents who increase their attendance from zero to at least one day will have 
significantly larger positive impacts on their offspring’s attendance as parental income 
class increases. At other levels of increase in parent’s attendance, the positive impacts 
on offspring’s attendance do not significantly differ between different levels of 
parental income class.
However, this interpretation comes with a caveat in that the interaction effect is 
calculated at the mean level of income and its direction and statistical significance 
might not necessarily hold at other levels of income. This is because the expected 
count equation is nonlinear in parent’s income, which means that the interaction effect 
is a function of income, and its significance is therefore sensitive to the level of 
income chosen. Furthermore, it should be noted that the interaction effect derived 
above applies only to an infinitesimally small change in income. For any larger 
changes, the partial derivative with respect to income will no longer give a good 
approximation of the interaction effect.
These issues can be resolved by considering income classes as defined by 
ordered categories. To do this, we dichotomize the parental income variable by 
choosing a percentile cutoff value, below which the parent belongs to the low-income 
class, and above, the high-income class. Using a dummy variable to indicate the 
income class, we rerun Regression Equations 5–7 to find the 90% confidence interval 
of the interaction effect. Varying the income cutoff from the 15th percentile to the 85th
percentile at intervals of 0.1 percentile, we re-estimate the regression equations and 
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collect the confidence interval bands of the estimated interaction effect after each 
regression. With this information, using a locally weighted scatterplot smoothing 
function, we are able to generate range plots of the confidence interval as the income 
percentile cutoff varies. This is shown in Figures 3.11a–c for the three versions of 
parent’s attendance.
Figure 3.11a Confidence interval plot of interaction effect under d1 
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Figure 3.11b Confidence interval plot of interaction effect under d2 
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Figure 3.11c Confidence interval plot of interaction effect under d3 
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From Figures 3.11a and 3.11b, we see that positively significant interaction 
effect exists over quite a large range of percentile income cutoffs when parent’s 
attendance is defined as d1 or d2. This is strong evidence that income class-specific 
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intergenerational transmission of religiosity is present. Parents of higher income class 
have a better ability to convey their religious beliefs to their offspring. 
In the plot using d3, the range of significant interaction effects is much 
smaller. This means that income class-specific transmission diminishes at higher 
levels of parental attendance.
The dichotomization of parental income also gives us the opportunity to test if 
perceived parental socioeconomic class has any impact on the degree of 
intergenerational transmission of religiosity. This is because we would expect 
perceived socioeconomic class to be defined by a few distinct levels and not by a high 
granularity index which typifies the continuous form of income.
As an illustration of a specific case in the above procedure, we redo Regression 
Equations 1–7, this time with parental income dichotomized by taking the median 
income cutoff. The results are presented in Tables 3.12 and 3.13. The dichotomized 
parent’s income variable is named P_INCOME_DUM.
Table 3.12 Marginal and interaction effects of Regression Equations 1–4 with binary 
parental income variable
Variable            (1)           (2)           (3)          (4)
O_AGE 0.021 0.003 –4.70E–06 0.005
[0.038] [0.053] [0.054] [0.054]
O_NONWHITE 0.144 –0.276 –0.185 –0.086
[0.671] [0.644] [0.643] [0.658]
O_MARRIED 0.111 0.053 0.242 0.170
[0.495] [0.492] [0.484] [0.493]
O_GDHEALTH 1.382** 1.372** 1.400*** 1.395**
[0.563] [0.547] [0.535] [0.549]
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O_URBAN 0.254 0.118 0.001 0.071
[0.556] [0.520] [0.525] [0.519]
O_SOUTH 0.799 0.046 –0.022 –0.080
[0.596] [0.977] [0.944] [0.936]
O_OCC_MANUAL 0.286 0.279 0.301 0.289
[0.520] [0.518] [0.509] [0.514]
O_OCC_UNEMP 0.524 0.575 0.582 0.465
[1.082] [1.118] [1.102] [1.057]
O_RISKTOL –3.506** –3.406** –3.382** –3.351**
[1.563] [1.526] [1.527] [1.529]
O_INCOME –2.02E–06 –1.41E–06 –1.26E–06 –1.43E–06
[5.18E–06] [5.22E–06] [5.25E–06] [5.11E–06]
P_AGE 0.012 0.015 0.014
[0.034] [0.034] [0.034]
P_URBAN 0.440 0.655 0.460
[0.529] [0.520] [0.532]
P_SOUTH 1.047 1.090 1.228
[1.026] [1.004] [1.003]
P_OCC_MANUAL –0.191 –0.163 –0.112
[0.643] [0.635] [0.639]
P_OCC_UNEMP 0.162 0.244 0.397
[0.979] [0.976] [1.011]
P_INCOME_DUM –0.728 –0.750 –0.651
[0.563] [0.565] [0.562]
d1, d2, d3 1.679*** 1.312*** 0.991*
[0.548] [0.478] [0.522]
Likelihood ratio 
test of alpha=0: 
χ2(1) 14399.98*** 14194.43*** 14208.18*** 14251.30***
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N 1,724 1,724 1,724 1,724
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors.
Table 3.13 Marginal and interaction effects of Regression Equations 5–7 with binary 
parental income variable
Variable               (5)                (6)               (7)
d1, d2, d3 1.975*** 1.393*** 1.003*
[0.508] [0.482] [0.519]
P_INCOME_DUM –0.706 –0.697 –0.625
[0.556] [0.561] [0.547]
d1, d2, d3 X 
P_INCOME_DUM 2.127** 1.995** 1.942**
[1.078] [0.945] [0.975]
P_AGE 0.011 0.023 0.020
[0.033] [0.035] [0.035]
P_URBAN 0.440 0.688 0.511
[0.520] [0.512] [0.534]
P_SOUTH 1.115 1.311 1.423
[0.995] [0.981] [0.998]
P_OCC_MANUAL –0.206 –0.045 0.095
[0.629] [0.615] [0.612]
P_OCC_UNEMP 0.165 0.306 0.594
[0.970] [0.975] [1.037]
O_AGE 0.004 –0.007 0.008
[0.053] [0.054] [0.055]
O_NONWHITE –0.159 –0.108 –0.104
[0.642] [0.643] [0.660]
O_MARRIED 0.054 0.240 0.160
[0.482] [0.479] [0.489]
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O_GDHEALTH 1.330** 1.377*** 1.460***
[0.554] [0.533] [0.521]
O_URBAN 0.171 0.033 0.119
[0.515] [0.525] [0.523]
O_SOUTH 0.019 –0.122 –0.206
[0.941] [0.913] [0.922]
O_OCC_MANUAL 0.265 0.292 0.232
[0.505] [0.502] [0.510]
O_OCC_UNEMP 0.796 0.585 0.446
[1.235] [1.096] [1.054]
O_RISKTOL –3.409** –3.344** –3.361**
[1.507] [1.527] [1.525]
O_INCOME –1.97E–06 –7.76E–07 –8.39E–07
[5.18E–06] [4.85E–06] [4.94E–06]
Likelihood ratio test of 
alpha=0: χ2(1) 14137.05*** 14129.06*** 14189.57***
N 1,724 1,724 1,724
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors. 
3) The interaction effect is found from the variable d1, d2, d3 X P_INCOME_DUM in the table.
The results in these two tables are generally consistent with the previous set of 
results where the continuous, percentile form of parental income was used in the 
regressions. In addition, it is now observed that the interaction effect is significant 
even when d2 or d3 is used as the parental attendance variable. 
Finally, in all the regression tables above, the likelihood ratio tests of alpha=0 
show that the alpha parameter is significant. This indicates that the negative binomial 
model is favored over the Poisson model because of overdispersion in the data.
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3.4 Conclusion
By using negative binomial regressions to model attendance of religious 
services, this study explores income class-specific intergenerational transmission of 
religiosity among Christians in the United States. 
In our empirical analysis, careful consideration is given to how an individual’s 
income class in society is perceived. Defining perceived income classes using various 
ordered income categories, we discover that the presence of intergenerational income 
class-specific transmission of religiosity depends on how income classes are defined 
in society. Overall, for a large range of income class definitions, there is strong 
evidence of intergenerational income class-specific transmission of religiosity.
Other results that emerged from this analysis are that health is positively 
associated with religious service attendance, parent’s income and risk tolerance are 
negatively associated with religious service attendance, and parent’s attendance has a 
positive and significant effect on child’s attendance which diminishes at higher levels 
of attendance.
It should be noted that these results are not necessarily generalizable to other 
religions, especially for religions where frequency of religious service attendance is 
not a good measure of religiosity.
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CHAPTER 4
THE INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF PATIENCE
In this chapter, I explore the transmission of patience capital from parents to 
their teenage children. Two types of patience are considered, short-term patience and 
long-term patience. The study of patience is important from a policy perspective 
because a person’s level of short-term patience affects his performance in school and 
at work, and a person’s level of long-term patience affects his saving rate, bequest 
motives and work ethic. All these effects have aggregate-level consequences on a 
country’s economic growth.
Unlike the previous chapter where the transmission effect is estimated from 
only the parent who is the head of the household, here, both the father’s and mother’s 
transmission effects are studied. Once more the focus will be on class-specific 
transmission. This has not been examined in previous studies on patience, and the 
attempt to do so here will be the novel contribution of this chapter.
4.1 Data Description
The dataset that is used in this study is from a survey conducted in the period 
July–August 2003 under the Humanities and Social Sciences Research Programme 
(HSSRP), a research project co-organized by the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences 
(FASS) of the National University of Singapore, and the Gifted Education Branch of 
the Ministry of Education, Singapore. 
This project has the objective of promoting research in the social sciences 
among secondary and junior college students. Students interested in humanities and 
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social sciences will be able to conduct their own research under the guidance of 
experts from FASS.
A total of 2,800 surveys were distributed to students from a few secondary 
schools and junior colleges in Singapore. Each surveyed student were given two 
questionnaires. They were to each complete one of the questionnaires and pass the 
other to one of their parents. Because the parent’s questionnaire was completed by the 
parent, there is no same-source bias in the data. Out of the 2,800 surveys given out, a 
total of 491 complete responses reflecting matched parent-child pairs are available.
4.1.1 The Main Variables
The main variables in this study are the patience variables for father, mother
and child. OLS regressions of child’s patience on father’s and mother’s patience were 
performed to estimate the transmission effect from each parent. Socioeconomic class 
variables wealth and education are included as moderator variables to test for class-
specific transmissions.
From the HSSRP survey, we find two measures of patience based on the 
questions “Compared to others my degree of patience is…” and “To what extent do 
you plan for your future?” The responses are on a Likert scale of 1 to 5. For the first 
question, a response of “1” corresponds to “very impatient” and a response of “5” 
corresponds to “very patient”. For the second question, a response of “1” corresponds 
to “No Planning at All” and a response of “5” corresponds to “Lots of Planning”. 
Henceforth, we will call these two measures of patience PATI_1 and PATI_2 
respectively. PATI_1 will be loosely associated with short-term patience
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(impulsivity), and PATI_2 will be associated with long-term patience (time preference 
/ discount rate).
Table 4.1 shows the distribution of patience among fathers, mothers and their 
children. Table 4.2 shows the summary statistics of these patience variables.




1 2 3 4 5 Total
CH_PATI_1 6 42 107 108 15 278
2.16 15.11 38.49 38.85 5.40 100.00
FA_PATI _1 26 44 88 72 48 278
9.35 15.83 31.65 25.90 17.27 100.00
MO_PATI _1 7 38 92 96 45 278
2.52 13.67 33.09 34.53 16.19 100.00
CH_PATI _2 7 39 58 140 34 278
2.52 14.03 20.86 50.36 12.23 100.00
FA_PATI _2 10 18 70 105 75 278
3.60 6.47 25.18 37.77 26.98 100.00
MO_PATI _2 6 14 60 99 99 278
2.16 5.04 21.58 35.61 35.61 100.00
Note: For each patience variable in the table, the figures on the first and second rows are the 
number of observations and the row percentages respectively.
































Note: The rightmost column in the table reports the mean, standard deviation (in 
parentheses), minimum and maximum. 
In general, people perceive themselves as having less of PATI_1 than PATI_2. 
Mothers are more patient than fathers who are more patient than their children. That 
children are least patient is in line with past studies which show that patience increases 
with age.
4.1.2 Other Covariates
The socioeconomic class variables, wealth and education, as well as other 
covariates that will be used in the regression analysis are summarized in Table 4.3. 
These are included in the regressions to control for their effects on child’s patience.
Table 4.3 Summary statistics of other covariates to be used


















FA_TEACH Father’s time spent teaching 












MO_TEACH Mother’s time spent teaching 











CH_GENDER Child’s gender. 




CH_RACE Child’s ethnicity. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
Chinese, 0 otherwise.
— 91.01 (8.99)
CH_RELIGIOUS Whether child has a religion. 




CH_COMMIT Child’s commitment to his / her 
beliefs.
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




FAM_WEALTH Family wealth. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 





Dummy variable: 1 indicates 





Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
mother is highly educated, 0 
not so highly educated.
— 57.91 
(42.09)
Note: Each variable can be classified as a continuous or a dummy variable. For continuous variables, 
the mean, standard deviation (in parentheses), minimum and maximum values are reported. For dummy 
variables, the percentage of “1”s, and percentage of “0”s (in parentheses) are reported.
Two of the dummy variables listed in this table were originally 5-point Likert 
scale responses to questions in the survey. They are CH_COMMIT and 
FAM_WEALTH. The majority of studies in social sciences research treat Likert scale 
data as ordered categorical variables. 
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Since the sample size in this study is small, it is at times not possible to create 
five dummy variable categories to measure the effects at five levels of a factor, 
because some of these dummy variables would end up containing very few or no 
observations belonging to its category. 
Therefore, these two Likert scale categorical variables were dichotomized to 
create dummy variables which indicate the distinction between just two of their levels. 
There are four possible ways of dichotomization, with cutpoints between 1 and 2, 2 
and 3, 3 and 4, and 4 and 5. The cutpoint which gives the most significant regression 
coefficient estimate was chosen for each variable. 
For the two other Likert scale responses in Table 4.3, FA_TEACH and 
MO_TEACH, none of the dichotomizations gave significant estimates in the 
regression analysis, and in fact the variables’ original forms happened to give the most 
significant results. Therefore, these two categorical variables are assumed to take 
interval scales and kept in their original forms.13 The results in Section 4.3 that follows 
are conditional on these assumptions made.
4.2 Hypotheses, Methodology and Model Specifications
I hypothesize that parents transmit patience attitudes to their children and that 
the degree of transmission is dependent on socioeconomic class of the parents. In the 
OLS regression framework, this amounts to testing if the interaction between parent’s 
patience variable and a socioeconomic class variable will be able to significantly 
explain child’s patience. 
                                                
13 PATI_1 and PATI_2 are treated as interval scale variables. The reason for doing so is because if they 
are treated as categorical variables, then nonlinear estimation methods such as probit regressions have 
to be employed. With 2 interaction effects to calculate, this will be too much of a computational burden.
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We first start off with an attempt to ascertain if there is any difference between 
the two types of patience, as measured by PATI_1 and PATI_2. This is done by 
comparing the set of associations between PATI_1 and each of the other variables in 
the dataset, with the set of corresponding associations between PATI_2 and each of 
the other variables in the dataset. The most striking difference that was found between 
the two sets is PATI_1’s and PATI_2’s association with the parents’ savings variable.
This savings variable is based on a question in the survey asking parents the 
percentage of income that they save. Regressing parent’s savings rate on level of 
patience, we find that when PATI_1 was used, the coefficient estimate is insignificant, 
and when PATI_2 was used, the coefficient estimate is positive and significant. This 
suggests that PATI_2 is the more accurate measure of long-term patience, or what is 
more commonly known among economists as the rate of time preference. People with 
a lower rate of time preference will tend to defer consumption and save more. 
As for PATI_1, I deduce from the semantics of the survey question for PATI_1 
that respondents would have interpreted the question to be asking about their levels of 
impulsiveness, in other words, relatively short-term patience. The study of impulsivity 
is hitherto unheard of in the economics realm. Here, PATI_1 is included in our 
analysis because we believe that the degree of impulsivity gives a good indication of 
whether economic decisions made are rational. Furthermore, a search in the 
neuropsychology literature does not reveal anything to suggest that impulsivity is 
passed on biologically from parent to child, which means that the transmission, if any, 
is the result of parent nurturing. It would thus be interesting to discover more about the 
transmission of this kind of patience from parent to child.
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The OLS regression equations in this study are of the form:




where i is either 1 or 2 and [socioeconomic class] is either family wealth 
(FAM_WEALTH) or father’s or mother’s level of education (FA_EDU / MO_EDU).
The main focus will be on the signs that b5 and b6 take and their statistical 
significance. We expect children to acquire patience in two ways: (i) Through an 
active process of parents teaching the virtues of patience, and (ii) a passive process of 
children learning and following the behavior of their parent whom they regard as role 
models. The teaching effect is captured by the FA_TEACH and MO_TEACH 
variables, and the role model effect is captured by the FA_PATI_i and MO_PATI_i
variables. Since the main objective is to test for intergenerational socioeconomic class-
specific transmission of patience, only the parent's PATI_i variables are interacted 
with the socioeconomic class variables. The TEACH variables are treated like any of 
the other covariates and assumed not to be socioeconomic class-specific. The purpose 
of their inclusion is to separate the teaching effect from the role model effect.
4.3 Empirical Results
The first result we present is based on a simple regression of child’s patience 
on father’s and mother’s patience only. As shown in Table 4.4, both parent’s level of 
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patience would influence child’s patience positively. In addition, it is observed that 
mother’s patience has a larger and more significant influence.
Table 4.4 Coefficient estimates from regression of CH_PATI on FA_PATI and 
MO_PATI
Variable Coefficient estimates (standard errors) from OLS regression of 









1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors.
Next, we ran another eight regressions to cover the two types of patience 
variables, the two types of socioeconomic class indicators, and models with and 
without interaction terms. Coefficient estimates are presented in Tables 4.5 and 4.6.
Regression model specification for Equations 1 to 4
 Equation 1: Patience is PATI_1, socioeconomic class is family wealth, no 
interaction terms
 Equation 2: Patience is PATI_1, socioeconomic class is family wealth, with 
interaction terms
 Equation 3: Patience is PATI_2, socioeconomic class is family wealth, no 
interaction terms
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 Equation 4: Patience is PATI_2, socioeconomic class is family wealth, with 
interaction terms
Table 4.5 Coefficient estimates of Regression Equations 1–4
Variable        (1) (2) (3) (4)
FA_PATI 0.073 –0.047 0.034 –0.123
[0.046] [0.130] [0.063] [0.163]
MO_PATI 0.119** –0.136 0.281*** 0.099
[0.056] [0.197] [0.070] [0.197]
FAM_WEALTH –0.122 0.179 –0.154 –0.792
[0.107] [0.492] [0.117] [0.641]





FA_TEACH 0.002 –0.011 0.018 –0.048
[0.054] [0.114] [0.064] [0.188]
MO_TEACH 0.014 –0.392** –0.004 –0.270
[0.057] [0.186] [0.068] [0.203]
FA_PATI X FA_TEACH 0.008 0.018
[0.035] [0.047]
MO_PATI X MO_TEACH 0.115** 0.070
[0.051] [0.050]
FA_AGE –0.011 –0.005 –0.022 –0.017
[0.016] [0.016] [0.018] [0.018]
MO_AGE –0.004 –0.012 0.023 0.018
[0.014] [0.014] [0.019] [0.018]
CH_AGE 0.085** 0.104*** 0.046 0.054
[0.036] [0.036] [0.037] [0.037]
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CH_GENDER –0.178 –0.217* –0.217 –0.232
[0.129] [0.131] [0.142] [0.144]
CH_RACE 0.039 0.006 0.287 0.261
[0.191] [0.183] [0.185] [0.178]
CH_RELIGIOUS –0.088 –0.130 0.094 0.064
[0.142] [0.135] [0.146] [0.143]
CH_COMMIT 0.414** 0.516*** 0.413** 0.454**
[0.183] [0.179] [0.184] [0.180]
Constant 1.781** 2.709** 1.017 2.135*
[0.806] [1.146] [0.877] [1.214]
R2 0.10 0.15 0.16 0.19
N 278 278 278 278
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors.
Regression model specification for Equations 5 to 8
 Equation 5: Patience is PATI_1, socioeconomic class is education, no 
interaction terms
 Equation 6: Patience is PATI_1, socioeconomic class is education, with 
interaction terms
 Equation 7: Patience is PATI_2, socioeconomic class is education, no 
interaction terms
 Equation 8: Patience is PATI_2, socioeconomic class is education, with 
interaction terms 
67
Table 4.6 Coefficient estimates of Regression Equations 5–8
Variable   (5) (6) (7) (8)
FA_PATI 0.073 –0.055 0.041 –0.038
[0.046] [0.132] [0.064] [0.148]
MO_PATI 0.118** –0.144 0.259*** –0.043
[0.056] [0.197] [0.070] [0.165]
FA_EDU –0.048 –0.604* –0.218 –1.135**
[0.123] [0.339] [0.140] [0.569]
MO_EDU 0.022 –0.043 0.041 –0.905
[0.116] [0.418] [0.151] [0.580]
FA_PATI X FA_EDU 0.169* 0.235*
[0.095] [0.133]
MO_PATI X MO_EDU 0.026 0.230*
[0.111] [0.131]
FA_TEACH 0.004 –0.014 0.019 0.027
[0.055] [0.122] [0.064] [0.185]
MO_TEACH 0.000 –0.261 –0.007 –0.294*
[0.055] [0.184] [0.067] [0.168]
FA_PATI X FA_TEACH 0.008 –0.001
[0.038] [0.046]
MO_PATI X MO_TEACH 0.074 0.073*
[0.050] [0.043]
FA_AGE –0.011 –0.012 –0.021 –0.022
[0.016] [0.016] [0.018] [0.018]
MO_AGE –0.005 –0.005 0.024 0.023
[0.015] [0.015] [0.019] [0.020]
CH_AGE 0.087** 0.097*** 0.034 0.036
[0.036] [0.035] [0.040] [0.041]
CH_GENDER –0.175 –0.191 –0.216 –0.221
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[0.128] [0.129] [0.142] [0.139]
CH_RACE 0.030 0.035 0.240 0.202
[0.197] [0.188] [0.182] [0.175]
CH_RELIGIOUS –0.084 –0.100 0.085 0.088
[0.145] [0.141] [0.146] [0.142]
CH_COMMIT 0.407** 0.486*** 0.415** 0.457***
[0.184] [0.181] [0.182] [0.177]
Constant 1.761** 2.878*** 1.273 2.708**
[0.804] [1.073] [0.912] [1.089]
R2 0.10 0.12 0.16 0.21
N 278 278 278 278
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors.
4.4 Analysis of Results
From the tables, we see that apart from the patience, socioeconomic class, and 
their interaction variables, the only other covariates that are significant are 
CH_COMMIT (in all eight regressions), CH_AGE (when patience is PATI_1) and 
MO_PATI X MO_TEACH (for two out of the four possible combinations of patience 
and socioeconomic class). Children who are more committed to their beliefs usually 
are more patient because most religions would promote behaviors that are directed 
towards reaching long-term goals such as eternal life. Children who are older learn 
from past experience the consequences of being impulsive and thus they have higher 
levels of short-term patience. However they are do not necessarily have a lower rate of 
time preference.
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At average levels of patience, the amount of time fathers or mothers spend 
teaching their children the virtues of patience would not have a significant impact on 
children’s patience. Neither is the teaching of patience significantly more effective for 
fathers with higher levels of patience. However the mother’s time spent teaching 
patience is found to have a significantly greater impact on her child’s patience when 
she has a higher level of patience.
Due to the presence of multiple interaction terms, the correct marginal effects 
for the main variables of interest cannot be read off the table above. For this purpose, 
Table 4.7 was produced to summarize the main effects of the regression equations 
which contain interaction terms. 
Table 4.7 Marginal and interaction effects of the main variables of interest
Regression 2 Regression 4
Father Mother Father Mother
Average Patience Transmission 0.087* 0.121** 0.060 0.301***
[0.045] [0.052] [0.063] [0.068]
Wealth/Education Effect –0.106 –0.163
[0.104] [0.117]
High Wealth/Education Class 
Patience Transmission
0.196*** –0.022 0.183* 0.262**
[0.065] [0.077] [0.096] [0.108]
Low Wealth/Education Class 
Patience Transmission
–0.023 0.264*** –0.067 0.341***
[0.060] [0.072] [0.078] [0.090]
Class-Specific Patience 
Transmission
0.219** –0.286*** 0.249** –0.079
[0.087] [0.108] [0.122] [0.146]
Regression 6 Regression 8
Father Mother Father Mother
Average Patience Transmission 0.083* 0.128** 0.057 0.285***
[0.047] [0.055] [0.063] [0.066]
Wealth/Education Effect –0.055 0.047 –0.247* 0.009
[0.127] [0.119] [0.142] [0.154]
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High Wealth/Education Class 
Patience Transmission
0.140** 0.139* 0.193* 0.443***
[0.060] [0.072] [0.111] [0.112]
Low Wealth/Education Class 
Patience Transmission
–0.029 0.112 –0.042 0.213***
[0.073] [0.085] [0.073] [0.078]
Class-Specific Patience 
Transmission
0.169* 0.026 0.235* 0.230*
[0.095] [0.111] [0.133] [0.131]
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors.
3) Class-specific patience transmission is calculated as the difference between high and low 
socioeconomic class patience transmission.
The average patience transmission is higher from mothers than from fathers. 
From both parents, the transmission of PATI_1 is significant. Only mothers transmit 
PATI_2 significantly to their children. From mothers, the transmission of PATI_2 is 
much larger than that of PATI_1. The corresponding difference for fathers is not as 
great. Taken independently, the socioeconomic variables of wealth and education of 
parents do not have any significant effect on child’s patience.
However, being in the higher socioeconomic class would significantly increase 
the ability of the father to pass on both forms of patience to the child. Because we 
have already controlled for the time parents spent teaching their children the virtues of 
patience, the significantly higher transmission from higher socioeconomic class 
fathers can probably be attributed to their children perceiving them to be more 
successful, and therefore being more willing to model their behavior after them.
The mother’s class-specific transmission effect is a lot more mixed. 
Surprisingly, mothers of high-wealth families transmit significantly less of PATI_1 as 
compared to mothers of low-wealth families. There is insignificant wealth class-
specific transmission of PATI_2. There is also insignificant education class-specific 
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transmission of PATI_1. In contrast, the education class-specific transmission of 
PATI_2 from mother to child is positive and significant, at the 10% level.
These results show the different roles and abilities of fathers and mothers in 
passing on patience capital to their children.
4.5 Conclusion
This chapter explores the transmission of patience from fathers and mothers to 
their children. Two types of patience are considered, short-term and long-term. For 
each type of patience, class-specific intergenerational transmission is studied using 
two measures of socioeconomic class, parent’s education level and family wealth.
Controlling for other individual characteristics, we find that for both short-term 
and long-term patience, the intensity of transmission from fathers to their children is 
class-specific. Fathers belonging to the high education or wealth classes transmit 
significantly more of their patience capital to their children. Having controlled for the 
time fathers spent teaching their children the virtues of patience, the probable reason 
for this class-specific transmission of patience is that children are more likely to model 
their behaviors after their fathers if their fathers belong to the higher socioeconomic 
classes.
Comparatively, we find the corresponding transmission from mothers to their 
children to be markedly different. Patience transmission from mothers of average 
education and family wealth is significant, and in terms of magnitude, greater than that 
from fathers. Mothers belonging to the lower wealth class transmit significantly more 
of their short-term patience capital to their children than mothers of the higher wealth 
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class. This result is somewhat counter-intuitive and further research would be required 
before plausible explanations for it can be suggested. Apart from this, the only other 
influence from mothers that is class-specific is the transmission of long-term patience 
from mothers of different education levels. 
Finally, this chapter has managed to highlight the differences in patience 
transmission from fathers and mothers. Mothers, on average, transmit more patience 
capital to their children than do fathers. Mothers' patience transmission intensity in 
general does not change significantly with their socioeconomic class, while fathers’ 
transmission is class-specific. This finding implies that government schemes to 
encourage saving or investment can impact the saving and investment behavior of 
future generations in different ways depending on which section of the current adult 
population the scheme is targeted at.
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CHAPTER 5
THE INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF LIFE PRIORITIES
A fundamental concept in microeconomic theory is that people’s preferences 
and priorities affect the choices they make in life. These choices determine various 
outcomes in their lives, such as their socioeconomic status. It is also well-known that 
parents influence their children’s life priorities. Although children’s life priorities 
might change in adulthood, the change is not expected to be drastic, and the life 
priorities are still likely to be highly correlated with their parents’, especially since 
most children spend their formative years largely under the influence of their parents.
This chapter explores the intergenerational transmission of life priorities. In 
particular, it attempts to identify the factors which affect the degree of agreement 
between parent-child life priorities. From our dataset, an individual’s life priorities are 
revealed through his or her ranking of several major life domains, namely career, 
education, family, friends, health, spiritual growth and wealth. Understanding the 
factors which affect the degree of agreement between parent-child life priorities is 
important because the degree of agreement is an early indicator of the future degree of 
similarity in socioeconomic outcomes between parent and the adult child. At the 
aggregate level, it could potentially explain past and present intergenerational mobility 
trends, and predict future ones. Children grow up to have socioeconomic outcomes 
that are similar to their parents’ partly because they inherited their parents’ set of life 
priorities and thus made the similar choices in life to their parents’. The 
intergenerational transmission of life priorities has not been researched before, and our 
findings on it will be the novel contributions of this chapter.
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Although the ranking of the major life domains shows only their relative 
importance and not the absolute values an individual would place on them, relative 
importance is just as critical in determining outcomes. Very often, people are faced 
with two or more choices and the relative importance placed on each choice 
determines what is ultimately chosen.
5.1 Data Description
The HSSRP dataset, as described in Section 4.1, is used for this study. 
5.1.1 The Main Variables
In the HSSRP survey, respondents’ priorities are revealed through their 
rankings of 7 major life domains: Career, Education, Family, Friends, Health, Spiritual 
Growth and Wealth. These rankings are the main variables for this study. Based on the 
mean, median and mode, the overall ranking of each of the life domains for fathers, 
mothers and children are as follows:









Father Mean 3 4 1 6 2 7 5
Median 3 5.0 1.5 5.0 1.5 7 5.0
Mode 3 4 1.5 5.5 1.5 7 5.5
Mother Mean 4 3 1 6 2 5 7
Median 5.5 3 1.5 5.5 1.5 5.5 5.5
Mode 4.5 3 1 4.5 2 6.5 6.5
Child Mean 6 4 1 3 2 5 7
Median 5 4 1 2.5 2.5 6.5 6.5
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Mode 5 4 2 3 1 6.5 6.5
From the table, it is revealed that everyone ranks family the highest, followed 
by health. Unlike fathers, mothers and children value education more than career. Also 
unlike fathers, mothers and children value spiritual growth more than wealth. Children 
rank friends highly, more so than career and education.
For a measure of the degree of association between a parent’s and his or her 
child’s rankings, Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient can be calculated. Figures 5.2 
and 5.3, and Table 5.4 show the distributions of Kendall’s tau correlation coefficients 
among father-child pairs and among mother-child pairs.

















-.5 0 .5 1
KTAU_FA, Kendall's tau correlation coefficient between
father's and child's ranking of life priorities
Distribution of KTAU_FA
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KTAU_MO, Kendall's tau correlation coefficient between
mother's and child's ranking of life priorities
Distribution of KTAU_MO







KTAU_FA Degree of agreement between 
father’s and child’s ranking of life 




KTAU_MO Degree of agreement between 
mother’s and child’s ranking of 




Note: The rightmost column in the table reports the mean, standard deviation (in parentheses), 
minimum and maximum. 
Although there exists negative correlation values, these account for only a very 
small percentage of the sample. As expected, most of the correlation coefficients are 
positive because naturally, parents’ choices would influence children’s choices.
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On average, the mother-child correlation is higher than the father-child 
correlation, suggesting that mothers’ choices have a greater influence on their 
children’s choices.
Using regression analyses, we attempt to identify factors which explain the 
variation in Kendall’s tau correlation coefficients across parent-child pairs. The 
potential factors to be tested for significance in explaining the correlation coefficient 
will be described in the next subsection.
5.1.2 Covariates
These factors will be introduced in the regression models as covariates.
Table 5.5 Summary statistics of covariates to be used




















Dummy variable: 1 indicates 





Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
father holds an 
administrator/executive/




Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




FA_TEACH Father’s time spent teaching child 3.09 (1.11), —
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FA_SAMERELI Whether father and child have 
the same religion.










Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




MO_OCC_EXEC Mother’s occupation. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 
mother holds an 
administrator/executive/ 




Dummy variable: 1 indicates 




MO_TEACH Mother’s time spent teaching 











MO_SAMERELI Whether mother and child have 
the same religion.




FAMO_CORR Degree of agreement between 
father’s and mother’s ranking of 






FAM_WEALTH Family wealth. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates 










CH_GENDER Child’s gender. 




CH_RACE Child’s ethnicity. 




CH_RELI_CHR Child’s religion. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates child 
is a Christian, 0 otherwise.
— 37.16 
(62.84)
CH_RELI_BUD Child’s religion. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates child 
is a Buddhist, 0 otherwise.
— 20.22 
(79.78)
CH_RELI_OTH Child’s religion. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates child 
has a religion other than 




CH_COMMIT Child’s commitment to his / her 
beliefs.
Dummy variable: 1 indicates high 




CH_SCHGRDS Child’s grades in school. 
Dummy variable: 1 indicates high 
grades, 0 not so high grades.
— 31.15 
(68.85)
Note: Each variable can be classified as a continuous or a dummy variable. For continuous variables, 
the mean, standard deviation (in parentheses), minimum and maximum values are reported. For dummy 
variables, the percentage of “1”s, and percentage of “0”s (in parentheses) are reported.
Two of the dummy variables listed in this table were originally 5-point Likert 
scale responses to questions in the survey. They are CH_COMMIT and 
FAM_WEALTH. The reason for transforming these two variables and the method of 
transformation are explained in Section 4.1.2. 
For the four other Likert scale responses in Table 5.5 – FA_CLOSE, 
MO_CLOSE, FA_TEACH and MO_TEACH – none of the dichotomizations gave 
significant estimates in the regression analyses, and in fact the variables’ original 
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forms happened to give the most significant results. Therefore, these four categorical 
variables are assumed to take interval scales and kept in their original forms. The 
results in Section 5.3 that follows are conditional on these assumptions made. 
5.2 Hypotheses, Methodology and Model Specifications
For each of the variables in Table 5.5, we hypothesize that it has an effect on 
the degree of agreement between parents’ and children’s rankings of life domains after 
controlling for the effect of all other variables. The regression models to test these 
hypotheses will be of the general forms:
Kendall’s tau correlation between father’s and child’s ranking 
= f(father’s variables and child’s variables in Table 5.5)
Kendall’s tau correlation between mother’s and child’s ranking 
= f(mother’s variables and child’s variables in Table 5.5)
The regressions of the correlation between father’s (mother’s) and child’s 
ranking will be only on father’s (mother’s) and child’s covariates because we do not 
expect mother’s (father’s) covariates to affect the correlation between father’s 
(mother’s) and child’s ranking. 
We run OLS and probit regressions. For the probit regressions, the dependent 
variable is dichotomized at the median cutoff. Given the nature of the dependent 
variable, it would seem that probit regression would not be a natural choice of 
estimation model. However, the probit model is useful to estimate because: (1) from 
the probit model we are able to derive the marginal probability of being in the high or 
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low correlation category for given changes in the covariates. This information cannot 
be derived from an OLS regression; (2) it provides a check on the robustness of the 
OLS results, especially since the dependent variable takes values on a limited range of 
-1 to 1, and OLS might itself not be the most appropriate estimation model to use in 
this case.
5.3 Empirical Results
There are a total of 4 regression equations:
Equation 1 explains father-child correlation in ranking using OLS regression.
Equation 2 explains mother-child correlation in ranking using OLS regression.
Equation 3 explains father-child correlation in ranking using probit regression.
Equation 4 explains mother-child correlation in ranking using probit regression.
Coefficient estimates for these regressions are presented in Table 5.6.
Table 5.6 Coefficient estimates of Regression Equations 1–4






























FAMO_CORR 0.336*** 0.220*** 0.636*** 0.359***
[0.072] [0.081] [0.149] [0.130]
FAM_WEALTH 0.116 –0.075 0.133 –0.095
[0.074] [0.064] [0.129] [0.122]
CH_AGE –0.003 –0.012 –0.004 –0.009
[0.017] [0.019] [0.029] [0.030]
CH_GENDER 0.018 0.072 –0.006 0.231***
[0.054] [0.051] [0.100] [0.081]
CH_RACE 0.074 –0.016 0.048 –0.088
[0.101] [0.114] [0.176] [0.168]
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CH_RELI_CHR 0.021 0.104 0.018 0.098
[0.068] [0.064] [0.113] [0.113]
CH_RELI_BUD 0.022 0.093 0.040 0.047
[0.084] [0.076] [0.139] [0.135]
CH_RELI_OTH –0.094 –0.004 –0.075 –0.131
[0.123] [0.136] [0.209] [0.215]
CH_COMMIT –0.126* –0.248*** –0.215* –0.300***
[0.070] [0.060] [0.122] [0.091]
CH_SCHGRDS –0.045 0.001 –0.053 –0.008
[0.051] [0.050] [0.091] [0.088]
R2 0.25 0.21
N 183 183 183 183
Note: 
1) ***Significant at 1% level     **Significant at 5% level     *Significant at 10% level
2) Figures in brackets are the robust standard errors. 
5.4 Analysis of Results
It can be seen from the table that there is a great deal of agreement between the 
OLS and probit results. Notable exceptions are MO_EDU, which is significant in the 
probit regression but insignificant in the OLS regression, and MO_TEACH, which is 
significant in the OLS regression but not in the probit regression.
In general, the estimates from the probit regressions are more significant than 
those from OLS. This is because the degree of agreement between parent’s and child’s 
ranking might be a monotonic function of a covariate, but not necessarily a linear 
function.
We make an attempt here to interpret the statistically significant covariates in 
the regressions. 
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The more committed a child is to his or her beliefs, the lower the degree of 
agreement between parent and child on life priorities. A reason for this is that children 
who are more committed to their beliefs would probably have their life priorities 
guided by teachings or principles of their beliefs, and not by their parents’ choices.
The higher the correlation between the rankings of father’s and mother’s life 
domains, the higher the correlation between either parent’s and his or her child’s 
rankings. With a higher degree of agreement between father’s and mother’s life 
priorities, the child will be receiving a clearer signal on the ‘correct’ set of priorities to 
have.
Father-child correlation is higher for children whose fathers are older. This 
could be because older fathers have more life experiences, and thus are perceived to be 
wiser, and are therefore more influential.
The closer the relationship between father and child, the higher the correlation 
between their rankings. Having a closer relationship probably means the child trusts 
the choices of his father more, or is less disposed to acting in rebellion against the 
father’s advice over what should be the correct set of priorities to have.
When father and child share the same beliefs, they tend to also agree on life 
priorities. This is likely to be the result of beliefs influencing life priorities.
Mothers who belong to the higher occupation class are more likely to have 
children whose life priorities agree with theirs. This is because these mothers, with 
higher socioeconomic status, are perceived as being more successful, and more likely 
to make the right life choices.
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Interestingly, mothers who are more educated are less likely to have children 
whose life priorities agree with theirs. Since these mothers also tend to be associated 
with higher socioeconomic status, the finding here seems to contradict that of mothers 
having higher occupation class. An explanation which reconciles these conflicting 
effects of occupation and education is that the more educated mothers, recognizing 
that there can be many paths to success and happiness, would encourage their children 
to think independently and not necessarily follow their parents’ choices. Furthermore, 
mothers who belong in the higher occupation class tend to be more vocal in promoting 
their life priorities and would be more likely to have expressed their expectation that 
their children follow suit. If socioeconomic class-specific transmission were examined 
based on constructing a socioeconomic status index from these education and 
occupation variables, it is likely that this overall socioeconomic class-specific 
transmission would be estimated to be insignificant.14
Finally, and not surprisingly, we observe from the results that mother’s time 
spent teaching her child about her values would be effective in increasing the degree 
of agreement between mother’s and child’s life priorities.
5.5 Conclusion
Similar to the previous chapter on intergenerational transmission of patience, 
the main findings of this chapter on the intergenerational transmission of life priorities 
is the differences in roles and abilities of fathers and mothers in the transmission of 
their life priorities to their children. 
                                                
14 A data-related issue that could have led to this conflicting effect of mother’s education and 
occupation is that housewives were classified under the lower occupation class category, when they 
could in fact have been highly educated.
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Mothers need not necessarily be stay-home mothers to have more influence on 
their children. By having an occupation of high socioeconomic status, they can act as 
good role models for their children, and are therefore able to influence their children’s 
life priorities to be more congruent with theirs. 
On the other hand, fathers, whose levels of influence are often believed to be 
derived mainly from their socioeconomic positions in society, in fact do have scope 
for an active role in the home. By spending more time with their children to build up a 
closer relationship with them, fathers will be more able to transmit their life priorities 
to their children. 
Finally, in contrast to the previous chapter on patience transmission, we see 
that the intergenerational socioeconomic class-specific transmission in this chapter is 




Past research literature on religiosity, patience and life priorities have shown 
that these are economically relevant factors which can influence people’s labor supply, 
human capital, saving behavior, and other economic decisions. This thesis contains 
three studies which relate to the intergenerational transmissions of religiosity, patience 
and life priorities.
Several key findings have been established. First, from the analyses we 
observe that intergenerational transmissions of religiosity, patience and life priorities 
are, in general, socioeconomic class-specific. Parents of higher socioeconomic classes 
transmit more of these economically relevant variables to their children than do 
parents of lower socioeconomic classes. 
Second, the finding of class-specific transmission implies that, ceteris paribus, 
there will be a relatively stronger correlation between parent-child socioeconomic 
outcomes among families where the parents belong to the higher socioeconomic 
classes. At the aggregate level, this finding provides us with a possible explanation for 
why we could expect to see lesser intergenerational social mobility at the top of the 
class distribution, and a fairly large amount of churn among families in the lower and 
middle classes. To increase mobility at the top of the class distribution, public schools 
and other social institutions could channel more resources towards instilling into less 
well-off children values and attitudes that are similar to those of religious beliefs. 
Third, the study on intergenerational transmission of religiosity has allowed us 
to gain new insights on the economics of religion. We now have a better 
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understanding of the determinants of religiosity. Parents, especially the well-to-do, 
transmit a significant amount of their religious capital to their children. A suggested 
reason for the greater intensity of transmission from parents who belong to the upper 
income classes is that children in such families perceive their parents to be worthy role 
models and are therefore more likely to be influenced by their parents’ religious 
behaviors. Among several other potential determinants of religiosity which we have 
explored, risk averseness and good health are also found to be positively associated 
with religious service attendance. 
Fourth, the regression models in this thesis provide numerical estimates of the 
intergenerational persistence in religious capital, patience capital and life priorities. 
These figures tell how much of these beliefs, attitudes and values are passed to the 
next generation. Because people’s welfare depend on the beliefs, attitudes and values 
they have, these figures are likely to be of interest to policymakers who have to make 
decisions that take the next generation’s welfare into account. 
And finally, by considering the beliefs, attitudes and behaviors of both parents, 
the latter two studies on patience and life priorities have managed to clarify the 
mechanisms through which children's patience and life priorities are influenced, and 
further highlighted the differences between fathers and mothers in their abilities to 
influence their children. Mothers, on average, transmit more patience capital to their 
children than do fathers. Mothers' patience transmission intensity in general does not 
change significantly with their socioeconomic class, while fathers’ transmission is 
class-specific. This finding implies that government schemes to encourage saving or 
investment can impact the saving and investment behavior of future generations in 
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different ways depending on which section of the current adult population the scheme 
is targeted at. As for life priorities, mothers’ transmission is class-specific, whereas 
fathers’ are not. This again reveals important factors for policymakers to consider 
before promoting class-specific or gender-specific policies. For example, giving 
incentives to stay-home mothers to join the workforce could lead to future generations 
being generally more career-minded, and more so for the less-educated mothers who 
have more influence over their children’s life priorities.
Collectively, the findings of this thesis have deepened our understanding of 
how these economically important beliefs and attitudes are transmitted across 
generations. Although the three studies on intergenerational transmission of 
religiosity, patience and life priorities may seem to be of a similar theme15, each of 
them has differences which sets them apart from the other two, and which justifies that 
they be studied independently. The differences can be succinctly described in the 
following way: religiosity is a form of capital which carries and transmits a host of 
positive attitudes and values; patience is a ‘single’ attitude which is studied here in 
two forms – short-run and long-run – both of which are different from the religious 
concept of “belief in an afterlife”; life priorities refers to an ordered set of preferences 
with regards to an individual’s life choices, and this can partly be influenced by his 
level of religiosity.
I conclude this thesis with suggestions for future research. The findings in this 
thesis were based solely on empirical modeling. Because no theoretical framework 
was constructed, the amount of policy implications that can be directly derived from 
this work is thus quite limited. A natural extension to this thesis would be to construct 
                                                
15 And indeed, if a check on their correlations was conducted, these figures are likely to be fairly high.
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an elaborate theoretical model which explains the relationship between the main 
variables from all the three studies, in particular, religiosity, patience and life 
priorities. Religiosity is to be the individual’s choice variable, with his utility function 
containing the life priorities variable and a patience (time preference) parameter. A 
calibrated model of this nature will then be more useful for policy recommendations.
For the study on intergenerational transmission of religiosity, it would be 
interesting to examine the transmission of other measures of religiosity, such as the 
amount of religious contributions. The results from these different measures will then 
make for meaningful comparisons with each other. It is also worth conducting the 
analysis with the effects of both the head of the household and his or her spouse 
included in the regression model. This is especially after having been shown the 
different abilities that fathers and mothers possess for the transmission of their 
patience capital and life priorities to their children.
Another extension, which is also applicable to the studies on patience and life 
priorities, would be to incorporate single-parent families into the analysis, to 
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